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1 E the Protei ^ er dunks my Anjfwer to his Re- 
flections fo great a Complement, I am refolved to 
oblige him a little farther, and to complement him 
k^Jr very heartily, and I fee no reafon, but Complemen¬ 
ting may oe as good a word for Deputing as Reprefen* 

ting is. 


The Reply conflfted of two parts, i. Concerning the Mif- 
reprefentation of a Papifl. 2. Concerning the Rule of true 

Reprefenting, and I fhall conftder, what the Proteftine Pa- 
pilt lays to each of them. 


As for the Fir ft 


cern’d 


Man 


off 


Mifreprefenter isfo foul a Charad 


felves 
id therefore I 


wonder 



think 


con- 


efty denied the cnarge, and made it appear from 

> h . .-v ^ f /Oi-- ^ Z' 1 ^ 


^rs ox a Papift Mil reprefen ted, and Re¬ 


ed together, that we had not charged them falfly 


ny matter of Fad, and therefo 


if we charge them wirii believing and 

B 


no Miuepref 


& 


nothing, but 


what 


( £) 

y rhemfelves confefs to be their Faith and Pra&ice 
is the Mifrcpjefentation ? Thus I particularly (how- 


in tn 


c all matters of Fad (exceptin 
difown the Dodrine of their 


fome points,'whe, 


f 

Charader of the Papift: Mifreprefented 
defended in the Charader of the Papif 


Church) in the 

e con felled and 


defended in the Charader of the Pa pill Reprefented" and 

the Protefter himfeif acknowledges, that I have learnedly \ as 
lie is pleafed to fpeak ) diftinguifhed between matters of Difpute 
and of Reprefen tat ten 5 and if fo, then he ought to own that 

we do not Mifreprefent them: and this is all I undertook to 
Fove in the firft part of my Reply, and for that reafon gave 

It the 1 lde Of, A Papift net Mifreprefented by Protects, wholly 

with tel at ion to his Charader of a Pa pi ft Mifreprefented, 

which 1 had pioyed to contain nothing in it, which in a 


ftrid and proper fenfe can b 


(Q 


Mifreprefentation. We 


ci uly relate what the Faith and Pradice of'the Church of 
Rcmc is,and this is true Representing •, and though we fay their 
Fami is erroneous, and their Pradices corrupt or funerftiti- 

r, 11 - ’’ f? ntra iy to the Laws of God, and the usages of the 


ary 


Laws 


God, and the 11 fa 


I rimitive Churchy yet whether this be true or falfe, itVno 
matter of Representation but Difpute j though we believe 

f Al y °f t ^ ir 1 tj 1 an ^ Pradice, we do not charge them with 
believing fo, and therefore do not Mifreprefent a Papift 

vv hewer they or we be in the right is matter of Difirvp* 


do 


Miffei 


matter 


rp 


— r t *■ A L 

fon, and 


W 1 


> be determined by Charader- making, but'bVar 

the Laws of God, and the didates of right Rea 
:ne Autnentick Records of the ancienr Church 






ft 


g 


about matter of Fad there can be no Mil' 


#• !-• 


•7 r 

wt I 


♦ 


for there is a g 
bn cation, and a f 


nngss and thus I iiop 
ive feen at an end. 


deal of dif- 
’udgment of 


Lc< 


Mi 1 reprefen ting would 


A in a or, though lie confefles I 


w iil have us to be Mifreprefent 


He fay 


in the right. 




dec lay 


n ' ^ L nme seen tour pc a dVainh 

y.wcr Bur 1 never laid any loch thing yet, but onh 
piuvec, mat all matters of Fad complained of in 


the 


1 5 ) 

the Charader of a Papift Mifreprefented , are owned by 
himfeif in the Charader of a Papift Reprefenced *, and this, f 
thought, was proof enough, that w r e were no MifrepreCenters. 
But the Title of my Reply Offends him, A Papift- not Mifrepre¬ 
fented by Proteftants , which he fays, is a condemnation of the Re¬ 
ligion to all thofe horridfhapes and monftrous forms , it has been at 
ary time expo fed in byMembers of the Reformation^ by no means! 

If there have been other Mifreprefentations of them,which our 
Author has not yet given us an account of, I can fay nothing 
to them, till I fee what they are 5 but my Title related only 
to my Book, and that related only to the Character of a Pa¬ 
pift Mifreprefented, which our Author had given us, and l 
undertook for that then, and will defend it ftill, that there is 
no Mifreprefentation in it- 

Of the fame nature is what [re adds, That I tell my Reader 

in the name of all my Brethren, we charge them ( the Papifts) with 
nothing , but what they exprejly profefs to believe , and what they 

pratbife 5 and thus fays the Protefter, in this one ajfertion vouches 

for the truth of all that infamy , and prophanenefs , which is laid at 

their doors : and thus, for ought I fee, I am drawn in for a 

great deal more than I intended *, I fpoke with reference to 
his Charaders, and now I mu ft difcharge the (cores of all 
Proteftants flnce the beginning of the Reformations but 
when a Man’s in, he mull get out as w 7 ell as he can: but would 
not one wonder, that there ihould not be one word of Iris 
own Charaders all this while ? that inftead of defending 
his own Mifreprefentations, which he has fo unjuftly father’d 
upon us, he fliould be hunting about to pick up fome new 
Mifreprefentations for me toanfwer? There muft be a rea¬ 
fon for this, and I believe,I can guefs what it is. 

But however he takes this. occafton to'Iran feck the Wri¬ 
tings of Proteftants, and to fee what fine things they have 
jfaid of Papifts, and to colled a new 7 Charader of a Papift 

Mifreprefented out of them. Forftnce all that proceeds from a Po- 

pifh hand of tins nature is fufpebled and challenged , and the double 
Char abler of a Papift Mifreprefented and Represented ( about which , 
as the Replicr fays , there is fo much pother and ncife ) is qucftioned 
as to its method , its ftneerity , and cxatlnefs , well now follow our 
Author s calf and learn what Popery is, from the Pens of Prote - 

B a ft ants. 


( 4 ) 

W ejfeciallj from feme of tbofe, who are faffofid to k> 


Popery 


And thus our Autho!' makes as mariy turnings 


and doublings as ever any poor Hare did 


almoft 


dov 


7> r T i -, ;—vva 

Becaufe 1 have proved, that his Character of 


T), n '/i \fec r t - r . y v^UcUdLLCi Of I 

Papiit Mifreprefented, contains no Mifreprefencation in it 
piopeily fo cal led,. therefore forfooth we will not take Qn 
rasters from a Pa pi ft, becaufe we confute them, as Yoon a 


■> 


they 


which is not 


and therefore 


he 


ping that we will be more civil to "Proteftanc Charades 

,I U ™._°®. th 5. P lf P“i e t0 never did any Man take’ 


pains to defend Popery, than 


does to prove a Pa 


?v “.he Mifreprefented 1 iVfeems there is fomething kTche 

W orld called Popery, which he is very much a.'hamed of. 


and it is well 
Popery at laft 


if it does not prove to be his 


beloved 


I had told him as plainly as I could in Anfwer to hk Che 
ader^of a Papift Mifreprefented, what I called Popery, and 


what I take to be the „1 f?nfe of £ut ft 

and (hewed him evidently, that what he calls a Mifreprefen! 
tcition is none 5 nay in moft cafes I have allow’d his own O-n 
racter of a Papift Reprefenced, andfurely there k no Mifre-' 

‘V^unlefs!« has mifreprefented a Papift him 
b lL a , n i i .!!te!l h . e n , ot Clt,sHe <? with this ? why fo much Zeal 


Mifreprefenters, wb 


fall 


xt . t 1 1 - J w uiv- rViillllH rr 

Market, and to abate as much in the Notira andldea rf 


Popery, as they are pleafed 


Why muft we be 


another thing than the Bifhop of CordJ, jJ the tt 

^^^..they bound to juftifc 


every thing, which Thomas. A^nm^of Bella 


But 


caught for Popery 


ff 


3 ; 




confider that Character 


Papift out of the Writings of Proteftants 


put him in mind 


that 


3 made of 

only 1 mu 


% 


Reprefentation and Difpute 


muft ftill diftinguifti between 


If the matter of 


Pi 


"fenwrb'Ifli 1 ''b true t they are no Mill 


fo 


no more undertake to 


their Reafons and Argument 


defend ail 


I will 


:eafonings of p 



I L Re a / on. 


You rely too much upon the Gof pel, and S. W s Eoiftles 

your Religion ; whereas, the Gofpel is but a Fable of 

irift, as Pope Leo the tenth tells us. Apol. of H SteoC 

Knit**™ rr,**** 1 • Stephen 


hereas 


Chrift, as Pope Ln the tenth tells us. AfXofHsLt 

f°i 3 > 8. &mcton, contra Hamilton fag 104. - * 

And the Pope can difpenfe againft the New Te(lament p, 

norm t. extra de divert it*, ' a ~ 

^A n . dh D e ? ay .£ he< *’ whenhe Pleafes,theEpiftles ofS./W 


Car olm Ruinw Concil. 105?.. num. 1. 

And controul any thing avoi 

* ot f *» dee if. x. mm. 3. in noviff. 
deaf Rota nov. de Big. n. 10. And 


any thing 


• ? r> <r -— / * 71 

wi t ? that of the Holy Ghoft , which puts down Chrift 


rellus a Carmelite let it forth 


tT 1 - 

i. Volum. q , 

ouched by all the Apoffies. 

'ijj Anton. Maria in addit. ad 

nd there is an eternal Gofpel 
>vhich puts down chrifts. cl 


11 f. Reafon. 


W T 0U att {jbute ail your Salvation to Faith in Chrift alone 

Whereas, He is the Saviour of Men only, but of no Women 

Artie, and Poflellus in l nJ„u M KOgers *?** the 


and Poftellm in Jefuits Catech. 1 . j, cat 


S, Clare. 


For Women are 

faved by 


Mother Jane 


Sam. in Morn, de 

Fee left. cap. 9. 

P oft el las in Jefu¬ 
its Catech . Lib. 
cap. 1 o. 


fe J pr°pei;!y • s. Francis hath redeemed as ma 


Nay to fpeak properly, S. F 
ny, as are laved fince his days. 
And the blood of S. Thomas 


Confo ? 
Becki 


of S' Fran 


A a r • U U1 * * ec < et - Hor. Beat. Hire 

£. nd j °. n i et ™ es ope man, by his fatisfadlions, redeems! 


other 


Teft. Rhem .in Rom. 8 




IV. 


I V. Reafon. 


In your Church there is but one way to remiffion of fins# 
which you call Faith in Chrift 5 but we have many* For 


we put away 


. VemalsMllh a little Holy Water fTeft. Rhem. in Rrn .%. 17 
{ f 1. Merits of the B. Virg. Hor. B, Virg. 

^ 1 - The Blood of Be eke* 11 


Our 


lb 


/ 

v Mortals, by 


Agnos Dei 


Holy Lambs, Cerem. 


\- l.l.t.y. 

I 4. Little parcels of the Gofpel, Sreviar. 

J 5-. Becoming Francifc ans ,conf.l. l.fol. 1 01. 

6 . A Bifhops pardon for 40 days, a 


Cardinals for 


Pop 


for 


days, and 


R 

' L 


TaxaCamer.apttd. Efp.in 1 ad Tim 


V. Reafon\ 


You ftand too predfely upon your Sacraments, and require a 


P 


a Monkj or a Nan, i 

A quin, de Ingreft Rel[ 


^ w — 

good as 

a.<r. zi. 


Whereas 


become 


the Sacrament of B apt if 


A nd 


very true. 


and 


4 


ed of Dogs, Hogs, G 

45-. Thom parte 3. 8 


al Body of Chrift may be de 
and Rats, Alex. Hales, part 


VI. Reafon .' 

Then for your Minifters, every one is allowed to have 
his wife \ or eife inforced to live chaftly : whereas with 
us, the Pope him: elf cannot difpenfe with a Prieft to massy, 
no more than he can privi ledge him to rake a Pur ft. Fur- 

ri antes found fault withal by Caftan, corf nit. art. 23. 

But Whoredom is allowed all tire year long. ^Sparks s 

D ift over y , !>a«. 13. and conftitnt. Other., de cone Ait. Clerk, re.- 


WO if C/1 ci . 


A .. . J 

rliiu 


( 8 } 

Ana another fin for fane, ?»/, Am*ft- „.l- , 

• tao * ” f ■ •*-* <**■*• fLSJS -S 


»/ CArth/tf S. fid ' 

£ ! chat. d J M oh, Laurent ulhri ^ ^ 

A £°L‘ ndeed , ** wlckednef r 0 f th l /£ r ft* , - . 


4 For'indeed the &li A . 

4 .4. df -SW iW. I4> mlC ' 2g ' Cll utch. iWfcr. 

«"i 4 1 I iCSi g“ ™>. e 7 tl f. r '^ fm ' r > which is 

A «-/ w . tom. 11 . tit A. 5 / c . w 4^5 Why do y° u fo •’ 

• ^ n Ci * '• ^ 

y .. , ^ IL tfW lafi Re afon, 

i?? rc J?. ? f E »zlittd have caft off the Bi/hop of 


• 7 r T KS\ 

fat Is eviden. 


: the Biftiop of ; s a G j 

? /W». ^ Wo fff 


Difl. 


. The Ufe and Application SfthisY^- 
in the next Chapter and AD Do<anne f ou may find 

Ctrines of the Roman Qiurdw pr ?? f that fome> Do- 

ail relations s .. .1, n,. . fftroy pufiice towards Men in 


all relations 
rations, tha< 


‘•Hfssz"} iiA •a* 

... oj probability of mental refe 




the 


■gulates the 


that no Fai th 


t» he kept with Hereticks - that tU» n . 

d J/P°fi of ‘heir Kingdoms, ’pardon K . A* **? ^ Pr ‘«ces, and 

I*".***,' fret their W.A 

that te °A ^ «Us all this Mifreprefentation, but 


I —y* um 

i f It Is pla 


dh& S f • * 

’ UC Pipifts > were the Original hZhof. 


And Idoubfnot, ^veiJit worthX D D? iMl . Al 

be pioved. rfor ^ the while, it might 




which this 


^SSsnS&SSS^. K 

by appealing to their a j h cal,s th ^ 

Cenfure of Mifreorefe’f^ em ’ wmoac "burring the 


N 0IV 


( ? ) 

Now though \ve granr, that every Dodh 


find in Popilli Authors, 


octrme, 


.i .u 1 vypiiii / luinuio, vu^ni uui UJ UC aauuiilc 

the Romilh Faith, yet if fuch Books be pub 


which w r e 

an Article 


ty of Supet 


in 




T 


c> 


Doctrine 


*■ iuuj oours oe puoiimeQ oytiie 

nd when they are publiihed and 

1 y i / ** s % m 


-icaue 


In 


to oe 

f Ovo I 


' - - - Aii LlJ\-,iiLi O 

oked on, as licenfcd and tolerated Do 


therefore confident with 


prefer tat ion of 


Romifli Faith 


not a 


For will a Cl 


• .O 


fo ftriA 


m 


Difc-ipline, and fo jealous of Herefies, whicl 


fever e 


all the Ancient Fathers 


and 


expunges out of their VVr 


ings every paffage, tvhich in the leaf! fav 


fie 3 


hich 


of 


r ,t 

He 


l-.O! 




for fear of their learning Herefie 
Church fuffer their own Doctor. 


entruft the People to ufe the Bible 


rom it ^ I fay will i 
to publifh fuch Op 


to the World, as Mifreprefent her own Faith and Wo 

mip, without condemning, or palling the leaf cenfure c 
them ? 


And therefore though 
te Doctors, what tlv 


Faith of 


nd what all 


bound to beli 


>ve from 
Church 




Com 


yet by their Authority we may confute the charge 


of Mifreprefentation 


cuied of Mifreprefentin 


For no Proteftant 


% 


ac- 


a 


Rome, who charges them with no 
allowed to be taught in that Church 
are, which are allowed by publick Authoritj 


the Doblrines of the Church 


Do < 5 i 


but wl 


i v(- L 


are 


thofe Dodirin 




b 


ana Read in the Communion of that Church, efpeeially, 

I obferved before, where the Prefs is kept under fuch (hi 


Di ic i p 
We 


5 it is in the Church of Rome 
not indeed charge all Panii 


fuch Doctrines, becaufe all a 

as they are to believe the D 
Councils 5 but we may fay, 

'die Faith of the Church, bee; 
believe them, who will * for 
ed to believe that, which am 


£>' 

pp 

l c.. 


bound to beli 


»g 


that they are 


a 


Cil 




foilr.ions of their 
not contrary to 
Is are allowed to 
Men are allow. 


ed 


anv M 


& 


allow- 


However I hope, it may 


bifhop 




feme excufe to me A 


o 


JL 


■onlv at 


c 


ad hand, (face 

our 




10 


Author will have 


be 


lays no more than feme Papifts 


Mi free 


folves 


Credit and Author 


of 


and 1 cannot think it a greater fault in a *1 
an account of fuch pernicious Dodtrines 


and Op 


station) and 
fay, and re- 
his Authors^ 
Pant to give 
Opinions, as 


are owned by fome of their own Writers, than it is in t 
Chinch or Rome to flitfer tnenito be published by And 

nr y ,jmd to pafs without any Cenfure, if they difiike t 


Do&rine. 
As for 


n fc ribes 


of Dodlor Beard and' 


Mr. Sutdiff, I prefume, he intended we fliould take it all 
upon his Authority •, for he has not directed us, where to find 


7 of thofe paffages he has cited, and it v 
read two great Books in Quarto to pick 


out looking on 


Books we might eaflly perceiv 


W 


thofe fayings he has tranferibed out of them,* do 


that 


Reprefendng but Difputing, and I never undertook 

ie e Y ei- y tying mProteftant Writers againft Pope: 


juftine every faying in Proteftant Wrii 
but yet fome things founded fo harfh, 
lu I peered foul play, and therefore had 
mine, and found it to be, as I fiifpedted, 


Authorities 


they produce 


their Authorities, and that vt 

World went then, are cited by 


hat I vehemently 
e curiofity to exa- 
Some paflages for 


gooc 


““«■> without any Authorities, as he dealt before v 

Archbifoop 5 or what they prove by variety of reafons 


kedly Reprefented 


and 


ords are curtailed, or tranfplaced 


any reafon to back 


I fhall give fome few in fiances of 


/ w 4. 

their fenfe 


Mj* But cliff , io let the World judge 


reprefente 


MiG 


^orations oat of Air. Sutcliff in the 


Paul 


pills Protefling, &c. 


V 
1 **• 


l r d 


fpeak 


Vvh a t 


they can in diigrace 
ol the Holy Scriptures. 


They give the Office of Chrift’s 
leoianon to the. Virgin Mary* to 


^ r ' SutcliffV Survey of Popery. , 

plnaliy they fay, they are obfeure 
a. and hard to be underflood, 

t ^ c y fp°af rehat they can in difgrkce of 
the Holy Scriptures. P, 6. 

They five the. Office , &C. teaching 

by tneir Merits Chrifticms ob¬ 
tain 


y 


I s 


i # •• r i ^ fr 

Angels and to Saints, they make tain 
alfo Saints our Redeemers. red < 

They overthrow Grace and af- A. 
cribe the merit of our Salvation from 


defires 


and ai 


•Ot'iO 


red out of Purgatory 


deiive- 


Albeit they exclude not G 


ork of our Salv 


not to Gods mercy through Chrifl, yet ma 
not to the merit of his Paffion , tue, the 
but properly to our own Works 
and Merits. 

They cut out the Second Com- 7 hey 
mandment becaufe It cannot Band meat in 


yet making Grace a Habit or Ver 

tue, they evert brow Grace, &C. t>. c 


7 hey cut cut the 


Command 


Offices of 


with the Popiffi worfhip of Images. 
They pray before Stocks and 


their Primers, becaufe, &c 

lay they put their trxft in 


ady 


Stones, nay they put their cruft in for if this were not fo. why ffiould 
them. they hope for better fuccefs at the 

Image of our Lady of Loretto or 
Monferat , than at any other Image 
or form of our Lady? p. i°. 

Papifts think they do God good Proved from the cruel Executi- 

fervice, when they murder true ons in England, France, Germany , 


Chriftians. 

By the Dodtrine of Papifts the 
Devils of Hell may be faved. 


atn, p, 23. 

They teach 


the Devils of 


Hell may have true Faith, but 

Saviour faith John 3, that whofi 

believeth in him fhall not perifh 


everlafiing lift 


So it folio 


Papifts blafpliemoufly 


make 


Chrifl not only a defperate Man Faith and hop 


without hope, but alfo an Infidel 
without Faith, p. 13. 


eth by the Do&rine of Papifts, that 

the Reprobates, and Devils in Hell 

may be faved. p. 28. 

They take from Chrifl both 

Faith and hope. Aqui. p. 3, q. 7. art. 


That Chrifl: is not the Redeemer 


of all Manki 


4. So that which they falfely obje 

died to Calvin doth rightly fall up 
on the Papifts— that they blafphemouj 

ly ma\e Chrifl, SZC. 

They affirm the Virgin Mary tc 
be conceived without original Sin 

&c. of which it follows. tUa i 




fi 


thi 


f 


for what needed they a Re 


deemerywho were not born iinners j 


2 


C 


L 


They 




3 1 


They make Ohrid inferiour to 
Saints and Angels, 


) 

They £ 


■ JTt 


Mafles 


honour of 


Angels and Saints, but he, in whof 


honour a Sacrifice 


offered 


is 


Sacrifice: doth 


t then appear, that while they 
Per C hr if is Body, and Biood in 
nour of Saints and Angels, they 

he Chr tfi inferior to Saints and An- 


They prefer 


4 -A W 


Pone before 


P 


Chr iff. 


They prefer the 

for Quiffs Body 


m 




1 


Po 


progrefs 

Baggage. 


before Cbrift 

en the. Pops 
fent before 


nd 


goeth 


the 


hile all the Gallants 


To the Images of the Crof 


and 


Crucifix, they give as much ho 


:end on the Pope./>. 

To the Images, &C — teaching 

their followers, that it is but one 

honour given to the Image, and 


nour as is due to God./>. 14. 


honour given 


the thing Reprefented by the Image 


lore 


They fall down like Beads be 


P 


' I 

‘They fall down. See Vanins AEmi 

Pope, and worfhip him lim l. z. telleth, how the Ambafta- 
afcribing to him mod blaf- dors of Sicily cried thus to the Pope 


phemoudy the honour due .to Chrift 


Thou that takeft away the fins of 
the World have mercy upon us. 1 — 

Stapleton to Greg. 1 3. calls him fit- 
premum nurncn in tcrris : They call 


of 


Vicar of. Chr id, the Monar 


Chu 


Spoufe 

Church 


the Head 


the founda 

afcribing tod 


of the 

tod hlaf- 


T/pC 


They give di vine honour to Ima- 
, which they themfelves cannot 


tmoufly the honour due to Chrifl.p, 

They confefs it Idolatry to ; 


deny to be Idolatrous, 


they give d 


C 


B 


of tl 


Croft,and to In 


- - - j 

deny to be Cre 


hope, they 




Tk 


& 

XrJ 



The Bjpmifh Church confids of 
a Pack of Infidels, p. 1 $. 


Scripture and Fathers they read 
not. 

In a member of the Catholick 
Church (they fay) neither inward 
Faith nor other virtue is required , 
but only that he profefs outwardly 
the Romifh Religion, and be fob- 

jedt to the Pope. 

They make more Conference to 
abftain from del'll on Friday, than 
to murder Chriftians. 

Divers points of Popifh Do¬ 
ctrine are efpecially faid to proceed 
from the Devil 


Faith is of things (as the Papins 
fay in their Catechifm) only pre¬ 
po fed to us by the Church 5 fo 
that if the Church propofe not to 
us the Articles of Faith, we are not 
to believe them, ifthefe Men teach 
truth. Further this fheweth, the 

Romifh Church confifls of a pack, of In¬ 
fidels for if the fame believed not 
without the authority of tire Church, 
then die did believe nothing of 
Chrift, feeing the Papifts acknow¬ 
ledge no other Church but that of 
Rome , and no Church can teach it 
felf. p. 178. 

*Spoken of the Schoolmen (not 
of all Papifts) upon the authority 

of Ferdlnando Vellojillo, p. zoo. 

This Opinion he attributes to 
Cardinal Bellarmln and cites de Fi¬ 
de f milit. cap. z, 



That the Vopifh Church hath no true Blfh 


more a 


that pofit 


bfurd and abominable than the Vccbrine of Mahomet 

J . « « a . 1 n _ - u 1 1 


that Popery in many point. 

- A 


f PS 


That Rapid 


deav 


fitively hold the heretical andfalfe 7} citrines of the modern Church o/Rome, 

pojfibly be faved, are the Titles of feveral Chapters, in which he en-. 

U rs to make good thefe charges, how well let our Author confider 3 


but all men will fee, that this is not Reprefenting but Difputi 


This 


"' in T C K R eader a Pfo®^** 

If feme p 3 „,¥ ho, T iKtle , 1 ™ concerned in thefe Quota- 
,J J l ‘f e ??, ts , ha , ve char 8 ed Dodtrincs and Pradtides of 
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* 


lions. 


Reacier a taft of the Protefte 


ChnH-1 of p . M r ‘7 t uie uocmnes and Pract ces of 

be a lil^±^^*!!i^ ,fts , raa y c «>ra® fc if they pLfe, which 


■epreftndng, 


pole, than to cry 


out fo Tragically about 


udAvi\U?* Q S ?°^ USc ^ 3rge Mifreprefenringagainftus 


he 


Saints and Images. 

an her very Hon 


her 


! 5 °‘l/i? ur Chm * c ft b £ guilty Of Mifreprefentii 


ip of 


MifremefenfvT™ fwv rW c Mifreprefentets. But wherein does the 

dodSSSff'S 1 the T ROt fec "P Images in Churches? And 

matter of Fadi is plain and 

Md we cannot 'lieh/fhar u?:! n ;°P'P °X, Sain . ts a " d Images, 


bound to fubferibe 


muft 


So 


and 


our belief ThTiT u v ‘“* This is the belief of our Church, and t 


and this 




*\ * 

ii ? 


s ->1 j p i lUtUUi^ 

VVWFbelffiyortfr1ft b fh- a t° UC ^e wotflripof Images 0 ? 

with Idolatry in woriLping 1,™^ & w 0 T U f Ch p^ cnar g« them 

look that way ) there k rhT^f 10 ^ an y-R lc ^ s out fome pallages, which 

left he has changed his minri , ut ‘l°\ I!: l 7 of Do&or Goddcn again/! him (un- 
Sm ‘> and makes it a L,™ J‘i , u !’ 5 n the Church of 


judg 


mg the ChurchV v • ,. y / wuu d< -cuies u r. St. 

ever we cert , ain mar* of Fanaticilin to do fo 


be thougl 


iric of ranaticilm to do fo : and 
mifreprefect the Church of n, 


charge of Idolatry do „ J 11, ‘ r ?P re ? t the Church of** 

which is fome fatsfadlfon to lr f prefent the Church of Engl. 

fides. But thefeMen Ste'ereat l'^erdf *** p° C M peprefent«s 
Dodrines ofChnirh« t! ?L f b& nesm Reprefentine the I 


this 


In nnp ~ d • V pi A ltUUI, & rne i^lt} 

not charge the ai^of Cw^'ftf ^ rI ? U ^ 0 !i^ do « 
their Articles and Homilies be the famPft'i neX u u j°^ s; though 

Church of England no worfe than thev dVu-'P i but theyde.il with the 

othw a £i ^ of ^ b p £ 


R lib Op 01 Condom 


one 


( rj ) 

one and the fame, the Faith of it alters very often, as it may 
beii ferve the intereft of the Catholick Caufe. 


Our Author 


Pdpi ft 


poied the Proteftmt Char abler ( 


looked 


of a Papift Mifteprefented , he falls a commending 


other. 


of Proteflants a gain ft fuch Popery with great earnelinefs and 

pal non, and therein we agree with him, as believing it to be 
very commendable *, and do not doubt ( as he lays ) buc 

thofe Martyrs recorded by Fox, who for not embracing this Popery 


ijfed the fiery Tryal , had furely a eh 


ufe. and 


tphs and Crowns of Glory> which waited for them in Heaven , 
net inferior to what thofe enjoyed , who buffered under Decius 


Dioclehan 


I agree with him alfo 


f 


any longer disagreement, that there is no necejjity of keeping up names of 
divifton that Proteft ant and Papift may now fhake hands , and by one 
fubfeription chfe into a Body , andjoyn in a fair and amicable cor- 

refpondence : For if (as he fays ) there is no Papift, but will 

give his hand for the utter fupprefftng this kind of Popery. I fee no 


reafon, why they may 


Communion with the 


Church? of England which has fuppreffed 


his mind, that all the Strife 


But I 


Dift 


been about a word ; for 


been aboutthe Worllfip of Saints 


about Tranfubftantiation, worfhipping 


Hoft, C 


images 


i in one. kind, Service in an unknown Tongue, the au- 
ity and the ufe of the Holy Scriptures,the Sacrament ofPe- 


Indulgences, Purgatory 


opes S 


. i r 

A 


feveral other material differences 3 which are fome thing me 

than a meer Word a , will they now part with all thefe D« 

(ftrines and Practices, fince they have been informed<y great a 

good authorities, what the nature and evil tendency of thefe thin; 
is ? No 1 by no means, they will retain all thefe Dotftrines ar 
Practices ffilljbut will renounce and abhor all that evil, whk 
Proteflants charge them with. They will pray to Saints, ar 
worfhip Images Hill, but they will abhor ail Heathenifla Idol 
try in fuch Worfliip, c^-f-but what reafon is this for Proteftar 




Co mm 


they retain the 
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fame Faith and Worfliip, which at firft made a leparatior 
ceftary, and we retain the fame opinion of their Fait! 
Worlhip, which ever we had? If Papift s be the fame, & 


Faith 


* 


the fame*,that ever they, were, .if Sep 


once. 
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once neceflary, furely it is fo ftill. What change is there 
now in Papifts, which was not before, that ihouid now in¬ 
vite us to embrace their Communion ?. Yes they abhor ail 
that which Proteftants call Popery. This is good news, but 
let us a little better underhand it. Do they abhor the Wot- 
5hip of Saints and Images, and the Hoft? Do they abhor 
the Doctrines of Tranfubftantiation, Penances, Indulgences, 
Purgatory ? Do they Renounce the Popes Supremacy, &c. 
no inch matter ! but they abhor thofe Opinions, which Pro- 
reftants have ofthefe things* did they then ever believe that 
thefe Doctrines and Practices were fo bad, as Proteftants al¬ 
ways did, and to this day, fay they are ? if not, whatchange 
is therein them, that fhould invite us now to a reconciliati¬ 
on? Did Proteftants feparate from Papifts, becaufe they be¬ 
lieved, that Papifts thought Idolatry lawful ? If not, why 
is their abhorring Idolatry, while they do the fame tilings, 
that ever they did, a fufficienc reafon for a re-union? Sup- 
pole feme Common-wealths-men, who take up Arms a- 
.gainftthe King, Ihould tell the Royalifts, who fight for him, 
that they have all this while miftaken one another, that for 
their parts they hate Rebellion, as much as they can do, and 
have been greatly mifreprefented by thofe who have called 
them Rebels * the firife has been only about a word , and there¬ 
fore it is time for them now to joyn all together, not in their 
duty^to their Prince, but in oppofing him * though I dare 
not fmile at our Author for fear of his difpleafure again, yet 
I fancy a good Subject would entertain fuch a propofal with 
a very difdainful fmile. 

And therefore as for mifreprefenting, our Author may 


i* • 1 • * - — ■ 1 j k ur 

dicate it, wnen he can. 

In my Reply I confidered, what were the faults of his two- 

i n 0j> a h'apifi mifreprefented , and re pro-fen ted. and 

luall now briefly examine, what he fays to it. 

As for the Character of a Papift: mifreprefented, I obfer- 

ved, I. Taatle put fuch things into the Char abler, as no 
ms-wits ever coarged them with: As that Pafifts are mpermitted 


to 
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to hear Sermonwhich they arc able to under jrand, or that they held it 
lawful'to commit Idolatry * or that the Papift believes the Pope to be his 
great God, and to be far above all Angels, which the Anfwerer.calls 
Ckildijh and wilful mi ft aft s. And yet ( fiys the PrOtefter, p. 15?. ) 
thofe very things aim oft in exprefs terms, and others far mere abfurd, 
we fee charged on them, as is ftoewed above * that is ill the Quotati¬ 
ons out of the Archbiihop and others. But I can fee no fuch 


as it teems fome of their own great Divines have been, for this 
is not a Proteftane, but a Popilh reprefentation cf them. 

2. I found fault, That the Opinions of Proteftants concerning Bo- p lC pj, 
pijh Bobirines and Practices, and thofe ill confeauents which are charged 
and fifth charged upon them , are put into the Char abler of a Papift 
mifreprefented, as if they were his avowed Doblrine and Belief . .For 

wholoever gives a Character of a Papift, ought only to repre* 
feat, what his Faith and Practice is, not what Opinion, lie, who 
-gives the Character, has of his Faith and Practice: for this does 
not belong to the Char after of a Papift , but only fignlfies his 
own private Judgment, who gives the Charafter; while we 
charge Papifts only with matter of Faft, what they believe and 
what they praftife, this is a true Charafter, and no Mifrepre- 
fencing* but if we put our own Opinions of his Faith and Pra¬ 
ctice into his Charafter, this is Mifreprefenting, becaufe a Papift 
has not the fame Opinion of thefe things, which we have, and 
this makes it a falfe Charafter. 

To this the Pro teller anfwers /mo. This is a pretty fpeculative 

quarref I confefs, and might defervedly find room here, were hour bujinefs 
to conftder the due method of mifreprefent ation in the abftrabt: But as our 
p refen t concern flan ds,here s a quaint conceit left for coming in a wrong place„ 

For what had the Author of the Mifreprefent ation to do with thefe Rules c 
He did not intend to mifreprefent any Body. This is Very pleafant ! <t 

Man, who undertakes to make Ci iarafters, is not bound to con- 


*5 A 
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{aid fo. But he did not intend to mifreprefent any Body, and therefore 

had nothing to do with thofe Rules 5 but he intended, it feems, 
to give an account, how Papifts are mifreprefented by Proteftants, 
and therefore ought to have underftood, what is Mifreprefenting, 
and not have called that Mifreprefenting, which is not, 

D But 
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flio . 
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But his Province ( he fays) 0 »£r to dr cm forth the Char after of a 
Papift, a-s it is commonly apprehended by the Vulgar or the Multitude^ 
with the common prejudices and miftakes that generally attend fitch a no¬ 
tion, Now I would fain know, tv he 1 her this Char after, as it lies in the 
Peoples heads, is difl ingulfbed into antecedents and confequents * whe¬ 
ther they, when they hear one declaiming again(l Popery for committing 
Idolatry, as bad or worfe than that of the grojfefi Heathens, w or flipping 
Stocks and Stones for Gods , diftinguifheth between the Doftrine of the 
Papifts, and thefe interpretations and conferences charged again ft it . 
-Thus in fhort he tells US, The Charafter of a Papift Mifrepre¬ 
fented was intended only , as the Author exprejfes himfclf in his intro - 
daft ion, for a Copy of Popery as painted in the imagination of the Vulgar, 
and ifitbe conform to that, it is ex aft and perfe ft ■> and if there be any 
faults infty the blame mu ft fallen thefe, who drew the Original. This 

is the ium of his excufe for putting fuch things into the Cha¬ 
racter of a Papift Mifreprefented, as do not belong to Charader- 
making, nor are in a ftrid and proper fenfe Mifreprefentations. 
i hat the common People, who do not diftinguiih between An¬ 
tecedents and Confequents, have fuch an idea and notion of a 
Papift, as he has deferibed in the Character of a Papift Mifre- 
leprefented. Well, fuppofe this, how does this mend the mat¬ 
ter ? If his Character of a Papift Mifreprefented, be no mifre- 
prdentation, then our People, who have this notion of a Pa¬ 
pift, arenotMifreprefenters. Now this is that, which I under- 
iook to prove in my Reply, That there is nothing of mifrepre- 
fentation, properly fo called, in his Character of a Papift Mifre- 
ptefenced *, it is a falte Character indeed, becaule it contains fuch 
tnings, as are not matters of Reprefentation, but of Dilpute, and 
therefore do not belong to a Character,but feparate matters of Fad 
from matters of Opinion and Dilpute,as I have particularly done in 
my Reply,and the Character of a Papift Mifreprefented contains no 
matter of Fad, excepting fome very few things, but what the Cha¬ 
racter of the Papift Reprefented owns. And therefore as far as it 
can be caned a Character,it is a true one. And if this (as he fays) be 

a Copy of Popery as painted in the imagination of the Vulgar, the Original 

can have no more of mifreprefentation in it, than the Copy has. 

, 1DU ^ . c ^ rocefter does acknowledge, that there is a 
real cuftemence between Reprefcnting the Dodrines and Pradices 
ot i apiits, and declaring our own Judgment and Opinion 
concerning them , he fufpeds die People do not diftinguiih be¬ 
tween Antecedents and Confequents, between the Doftrincs cf the 

Rnpifts and thefe interpretations and confequences charged on it. 

7 hey. 
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They fiv allow all down greedily in the lump, Antecedents and Con* 
[cquests go down with them all at once . But what does he mean 
by this? that any Proteftant People are fo (illy as to think 
that Papifts believe as bad of their own Religion, as they be¬ 
lieve of it ? That Papifts believe Idolatry to be lawful, as 
he tells us in the Character of a Papift Mifreprefented *, or 
that they believe the Worfliip of an Image to be Idolatry ? 
no, I allure him, cur People are taught, what Popery is in 
its genuine purity, as he fpeaks > they know in the moft mate¬ 
rial points, what the Dodrine of the Church of Rome is, and 
are taught, what to think of it* and when they hear or read 
our Difputes againft tire Church of Rome , they are not fo weak 
as to believe, that we and Papifts have the fame Opinions 
about WorGripping Saints and Images, and the Hoft, &c. 
and therefore are not in danger of affixing fuch Opinions on 
Papifts,as they hear us charge on Popery. So that this is a very 
needlefs fear he is in, and ft nothing elle hinders, he may fas he 
promiles) reform hisCharader of a Papift Mifreprefented. 

I muft confefs we are pretty pofitive in declaring to our 
People the evil and danger of Popery. We tell them what 
we think of it, not as thinking lignihes doubtfulnefs and un¬ 
certainty, but an allured perfwafion founded on Reafon, Scri¬ 
pture, and the beft Authorities: as he complains, that we go 

beyond thinking, and infteadof faying wt thinly fo, we pofitively fay, 

fo it is. But if we are in the right, there is no hurt in this, and 
we (hall believe fo, till they can prove, that we are in the 
wrong, we do not indeed pietend to Infallibility,but we think 

our fe-lves as certain, as thole who do. 

This is the fum of what he fays in defence of his Cha¬ 
racter of a Papift Mifreprefented, that though he acknow¬ 
ledges my diftindion to be good between Matters of Difpute 
and of Reprefentadon * and confequently that his Character 
of a Papift Mifreprefented has nothing of mifreprefentation 
in it, truly fo called*, yet he fays, this is the Idea of a Papift, 
as it is commonly apprehended by the Vulgar, who do not 
diftinguiih between Antecedents and Confequents, bur what¬ 
ever they hear faid of Popery, they take to be the Faith oi a 
Papift, without diftinguifhing what it is the Papifts own, and 
believe, and pradife, and what guilt Proteftants charge them 
with for thus believing and doing: that when they hear the 
Papifts charged with Idolatry for Worthipping Images,, they 
as verily think, that Papifts believe Idolatry to be luwuul, as 

D 1 they 
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they do, that they believe it lawful to Worfhip Imag 


If 


ng us lo very fniy, I dare fay, they can nei- 

rite, and therefore he might have Vpared his 
nd printing Characters for them h and if his 
spilt (as he fays) be what Ire thought of a Pa¬ 


pains m writing and printing Characters for them •, ; 
Character of a Pa pi ft (as he fays) be what Ire thcugl 
pi if, while lie himielf was a Proteftant, it feerns he 
very low difpeniation then, and could not himfelf dijlinguifl 

between Antecedents and Confidents, but [wallowed all down teoe- 

ther, thou ah he is now improved into a Writer of Characters * 


and may they never have any wifer Converts. However this 
does plainly yield the cauie, that the Proteftant Clergy, and 

underftandmg Gentry and Laity, who can diftingaiih between 
Antecedents and Confequents, are no Mifreprefenters 5 and as 

tor others, we fear, they have a great manv move MmdCwC 


tor others, we tear, they have a great many more Mifreprefen¬ 
ters on their fide, than we hope, we have on ours. 

Let us now confider his Character of a Papift Reprefented 

and what the faults of that are. Now the general fault is that 

whereas one might reasonably expeCt, that there (houid be 
iomedifreremce between the Character of a Papift Miirepre- 
fen ted, ana of a Papift Reprefented, and he has endeavoured 

£0 make his Reaaers believe, that there is, yet in truth there is 
none in raoft parts of the Character. For what does ftndlv be" 
long to Representation, that is, all matter of Fad, is the fame 
in both.. F01, 1. He having put the Opinions of Proteftant 


" % T Vr r Iies ‘] ncl into the Chara- 

a Papift Ivhfteprefented, as if they were his avowed 


Dodrine and Belief 

fen ted he denies, tha 


J e Charader of a Papift Repre- 
believes thofe Interpretations and 

might very eafdy do,becaufe (as 


^onfequences 5 and this he might very eafiiy do, becai 

lie observes,/'. 24.) no body charges him with that beliefs and V 
as he fays, then he contradlBs no Body , and he horn there is " 

■.nthat, he is lo far in the right, hut Ins fault is, that h 
jXJr.s upon his Reader, with an appearance of a MilOo 

r JCl . on h . there 15 non? 5 and by Iris denying rhar rit 


•fi 


efen 


for 


, j d ’ lls denying that they be¬ 
lieve luen mmgs, would perfwade the World Irt IW 

iiants charge Papjfts with believing ah tlwfe ill rhinos rhpm 

>b to nod out fome Proteftant Mifreurefen- 
And 2. As for matter of Fad.which alone 


Prficn with; and his faying, 




TdoUrines arc 


5 


& /> */-. 
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els to Otyn 
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my Reply, that we charge them with believing nothing,but 


hat they exprefly profefs to believe) 


nothing to the pui 


■ej 


p 0 fe 


for 


abfolutely what we charg 


_ _ y 

what he himfelf makes us charge them with in his Charader 
of a Papift Mifreprefented, and calls us Mifreprefenters fordo 
ing fo, that he owns in the Charader of a Papift Reprefented. 
as I particularly fhewed in my Reply *, now the quell ion is 


why 


calls one Charader a Miirepreientation 


a Reprefentation, when the matter of Fad is the fame in both? 

Put then (3.) I obferved, that in [owe cafes he difowns that to 
be the dettrine and belief of their Church , which manifejlly is fo, 
and has been proved on them , beyond all pojfbility of a fair Reply, 

by the learned Anfwerer , To which he Anfwers : then for all his 

word , we are in fome cafes charged with more than we exprefly pro¬ 
fefs to believe . But he muft know we do not take the prefeffi- 
on of the Roman Faith fi om every private Character- maker,_ 
but from the authentick Records of their Church ? and if 

■f-k<oy7 dpmr u.'tl'lf fll/ 3 !!' ( .livnvb tPUfllGS. 2nd leCl'llllCS theiTl tO 


but from the authentick Records of their Church 


they deny what their Church teache 


and requires 


believe, it is not indeed their Faith, but yet it ought to be 


and though he may huff at wamfeflly and proving , 


fufped 


little time before he brings it to the Tryal 


This is a fufficient anfwer to his frefh complaint of Mifre- 
prefentations. I now proceed to the fecondpart of the Reply, 
The rule of true Reprefenting, or. the Rule whereby the Do¬ 
drine of the Church of Rome is to be known. He appealed to 

the Council of 7 rent, and the Catechifm ad Par echos, and thefe 
I acknowledged to be authentick Rules 3 but ftnee Catholick 
Divines differ about the fenfe of the Council and Catechifm, 
the queftion is, Why we muft prefer his fenfe of the Council 
and Catechifm before Cardinal BelUrmm s, or any other Di¬ 


vines 


T 


> 


.IN 


who 


Council of Trent, and may be prefumed to 


hand the meaning of 


as 


the RepreCenter 


and therefore to remove this difficulty in his Reflections 

appealed to the Bifhop of Condom , as the Authentick Ex 

liter of the Council and Catechifm, and told us, how 
Book had.been approved by many Biihops, and Cardin, 


eal 


and by the prefent Pope himfelf, and therefo 


has the. au- 


f 


See 


Apoftoiick 




I anfwered in rny Reply (p. 44.) that, the atteita 
m Cardinal Bellarmirh Controverfies was not inte 
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nor to that given to the Bilhop of Condoms Expo/Ition of the 
Dobtrine of the Catholick Church •, that it was Dedicated to 
Pope Sixtus 5. and that with the Popes leave and good li¬ 


king, which is not much infe 


eftimonial 'under 


Popes hand \ and why then are not BelUrmiris Contro 


ck 


rule for the Expofeion of the Catholick 


Faith, as the Bilhop of Condoms } But to this he thought fit 

anfwer nothing. 


And 


v\ 


it the authority 


ApoJI 


* r 


fitch 


l the Popes approbation gives 
See : I acquainted liim out of 

of the Apo(hlicl\ See does not fig- 
but in his Chair , 0? doinp fuel) 


fc 


*<ivice of good and learned Aden 
accounted the ‘judgment of the A 


'(hop of Rome. 


) 


upon a du 


Jl ^ / 

of fonte few of 


Comfel of many wife Aden 

To this the Protefter 


fw 


n the Bpojhlki^ 


1 of the thing , by the advice and 

■ei'S that it is only an ungrounded 
becaufe that is not to he accounted 


► 

of the 


maiicioufly , and inconfiderately , or with the advice only of 
of his own mind, therefore this learned Prelates Exoo fiti- 
’athohdf Faith is to he thrown by, as of no Authority • [0 
\eplier has here concluded without any more ado, that the 
1 °f this Book was only given privately , maiicioufly , in- 


4 


considerately, or clfe with the advice only of fom.e few of the Popes 
own mind, otherwife the Conference will not hold. But I thought 

Cantu had told us, what was necefiary to make the Popes ap¬ 
probation the judgment of the Apoftolick bee, as wdl as what 
hinders it from being fo. That the Pope muff give judgment 
according to the due form and method of proceedings be¬ 
longing to the Apoftolick Chair, in full Council, after due exa¬ 
mination, and with the advice of many wile Men. Now I 
only defire to know, whether the Pope in a full Council of 

Caruinais, did give judgment ex Cathedra , that die Billion 


full C 


Book 


Ex nolition of the Cati 




though die Pope and all his Ca 


oc'cs, fhould irngly for themfelves give their own private judg 

and approbation of it, accorciine to Cams his rule, in is 


UOl 




not the judgment of the Apoftolick See •, for it is a private 
judgment , whether it be malicious or not, which 1 was 

fo far from concluding without more ado, that, as the Pro refer 

obferves, 1 did not lo much as tranllate iQ (thoughI put it 
in th.e Latine Quotation in the Margin, which is an argument 
I did not defignedly conceal it) becaufe I thought it was need- 
lei's to my purpofe: and yet the Confequence holds good 

without it,if it be not a judgment ex Cathedra,It is not the judg¬ 
ment of the Apofolicf dee, which was all I intended to prove $ 
and our Author in his long harangue has faid nothing to prove 
that it was, nay is fo far from that, that he avoided the very 
mentioning of that, becaufe he knew not what to fay to it. 


Malitloufy and inconfiderately were pretty words to defcant up¬ 
on, but the Cathedra choaked him. 

The truth is the principal Commendation, which is given 
to the Bilhop of Condoms Book, is, that it is a new way of 
dealing with Hereticks, and that which they hope may be 
mor effectual than Dl Touting has been*, but there is none of 
them, that make it the Rule, much lefs the only Rule of 
the Catholick Faith. Cardinal de Bullion acquaints Cardinal 

BO/Uy tfjvlt there are fome (and he {peaks of Catholicks) who find Card. 
fume fault in it , and Cardinal Sigifmond Chigi in his Letter to ietce 
tire Abbot of Dangeau, though he highly commends him, 
yet is far from allowing his Book to be the Standard of 
the Catholick Faith, or the Aothentiek interpretation of the 


letter 


Council of Trent, when he tells the Abbot, certainly it was 

never his (CondoiTU) intention to give the interpretation of the 
Tenets of the Council, but only to deliver them in his Bookjright- 
ly explicated . in fiuch fort y that Hereticks may be convinced : that 

is, he did not allow him to interpret the Council, but com¬ 
mends him for dealingwith Hereticks in a new, and, as he 
Thought, more advantageous method, than had been former¬ 
ly ufed *, and to this purpofe the Pope commends him, that his 

Bxpof.tion of the Catholick Faith contains fiuch DoBrine , and is com- 
pofed in fiach a method, and with fo much prudence, that it is thereby 
rendred proper to inftruB the Readers clearly in few words , ana to 
extort even from the unwilling,, a confeffion of tbs Catholicf Faith. 

Now to me this feems to fail very more of making the Biihops 
Exposition the Authentick interpretation of the Council of 

Trent that what ever the Bilhop of Condom fays, is the fenfe 
of the Council, mu ft be acknowledged to be fo, though other, 
as good Catholick Divines, as famous in their Generation- 

*A 

andi 
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Now in anfwer to this, 1 beg his leave, that I may take my 

rntoo in making Propofals, and I will do it very gravely. 


lead 


offended 


that is this. Suppofe I fhould refolvc to be a thorough-paced 
Papifi:, and in Read of afienting to his Repr dentation, fhould 
rather chufe that Representation, which Cardinal Bellar - 

** - I A 4 4 


the matter t 
and trufting 


of the Faith of a Papifi: 
;o worlhipping Images, 




fallibility 


Dcpofing 


Faith j fhould I be thought fufhcientiy quauued, as to tneie 
Points ( wherein the Cardinal exprefly contradi&s and con¬ 
demns our Author’s, and the Biihop or Condom's Reprefenta- 
tion ) to be received into the Communion of Roman Catho- 
iicks ? If 1 fhould (and 1 will venture the Pro teller to fay, that 
1 fhould not ) then if his Argument from Experience be good j 
it is plain, That Cardinal Bellarmne has made a true Repre- 
fentation of the Roman Catholick Faith; and thus we have 


who makes the 
r an Article of 
ificd. as to thefe 


nave 


for 


Bifliop of Condom, and our Rcprefenter } and yet it is fome- 
what llrange, they fhould he all true Reprefenters, efpecially 
in thofe points, wherein they contradict each other. 

This the Bifliop of Condom was 2 ware of, and therefore 
concludes his Book with a Caution againft it to thofe, who 
fhould think fit to anfwer it. That it would be a quitting the 
defign of this Treatifr, to examine the different Methods which 
Catholick Divines make vfc of, to efiablifh or explicate the Dotirinc 
of the Council of Trent, and. the different Conferences, which, 


f 


Wh 


feffion, that other Catholick Divines do not agree with him 
in this Method, nor allow of thofe narrow Bounds, which he 
has fet to the Catholick Faith j and therefore it was wifely 
done of him to perfuadc his Anfwerers, to take no notice of 


fuch Difi 

nd good 1 
ick Divin 


rCa 
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This is enough in all Confidence concerning the Bifnopof 
Condom s Authority, which I mult flill lhy is nothing, when 


fpeakof an Authentick Rule of expounding 
h, in which fenfc our Author appeals to 
will allow him the Authority ©f a wife and 
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! r h o°f v wr “ n '? s are P u,),ifllc <‘ and approved bp Publick Au- 

which is all the Authority we Proteftants give to our beft 
i ; ,ters > and therefore the Protefter has no reafon to com- 

p ain ( as he does p. 27 ) 0 f an uneven kind of Juftice and 

Reafimn, in this matter, and whoever defires a more particu¬ 
lar account of the Biihop of Condom', Authority, and thofe 
Glorious Teftunonies which are given to his Book, if be be 

™an, .may find Satisfadlion in the Preface to the 

late Anfwer to the Bi/hop of Condom. 

But the truth is, 1 know no reafon there is for all this 

Fhth rWh°v tnC Rei ? e ‘ fl;c>r beforc ’ that I did not like his 
low the 7 r e T h . e lus re P refenred it; Ihould we al- 

-1 Pao ftrenr^ f Ex P olitioi, > and his Character of 

that P thL k P rhl ? d I W c 0nt u n the truc Catholick Faith, and 
tc^ined vcM u hat the Council of Trent has de- 

'fivehhnfomfR d e r lth r nly - bar 5 tellin S bim fo > ‘will now 
f t is I Zfl-e in a f 0m r ^?’ a ," d P^ularty lliew him, what 

i f , £he Do ? nne of the Church abiut the Ob- 

-fes an i fP , , , ' !v ° catio " ot Saints, and wor(hip of Ima- 

bargain * And 1II fl r 0U! ; in ! es °f his lntroduftion into the 

mafters wherein , ' H ?, ads > becM(b thefe are the 
Condom, ’and about 'L'f Inc ,‘P 3l| y a PP eals to the Bsfiiop of 

an argn’nen^in his anfwer to'Iny'R.epIv^And 

fe? ity - 0f U(elul C^ftourfe, as our Slor 

BifhoD mav hav. °8 lv eany. And that neither he nor the 
Direaions die Btoo^hw ° f ^Tr ’ 1 «>aU .obferve the 

fwer to his Treatife. P ® IVCR t0 thole,who think fit to an* 

Condom’, Bx- Expofition ) and whifb mL ‘com ’hfe ( tbe 

f(fp ‘ Vi wd ,’ th f the Churches Faith fZ ten 'fStl^U °J ■ 
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Rome truly represented , in anfwer to the Papifi mtfreprefented 
and reprefemed. And he mult be as bold a man, who will at¬ 
tempt to mend that Author, as he who attempts to confute 
him. The other two I will have in my eye in examining, as 
far as I am now concerned, Mounfieur deMeaux late Biihop of 

Condom his Expofition of the Dodrine of the Church in 
matters of ControverJie. 


SECT. I, 

T he Defign of this Treatife. 

/Ere it pofiible to reconcile the Differences between 

V V us and the Church of Rome , only by a fair Repre- 
fentation of matters in Controverlie between us j I fhould 
think it an admirable Delign.- and this being all the Author 
profeiles to intend, l cannot but highly commend his good 
Meaning in it ^ whether he has /hewn fo much Skill and Judg¬ 
ment, in undertaking a Delign in its own nature impracticable, 
Ifliall leave to the Reader to judge, when he has fairly heard 
both Tides. Had I known no more of the matter, but that 
the Reformation was begun by men brought up in the Commu¬ 
nion of the Church of Rome, and intimately acquainted with 
the Doctrines and Pradices of that Church , that fome of 
thefe Corruptions, both before and fince,have been complained 
of by men of that Communion that the Council of Trent 
which was convened upon this occalion,condemns many Dod- 
rines of the Reformeis, as contrary to the Catholick Faith 
and guilty ofHerefie; that both before and after this Coun¬ 
cil, there have been many Volumes written, and many fine Dis¬ 
putes between Popifh and Proteftant Divines, who have been 
men of as great Learning and true Undent ending in thefe mat- 
ters, as any the Age has bred, who did all this while believe 
that theie was a real and fubftantial Difference between them - 

lfay, when Iconfider thefe things, I fhould not venture for 

the. reputation both of Papifls and Proteftants, especially of 
the Council of Trent , to fay,That the Difputc has been only a- 
bout Words; thatPapifts and Proteftants,even the moft Learn¬ 
ed men among thenghave miftaken each others Proportions 

E i and 
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and that the only way to reconcile this Difference,^ lo to ftalc 
the matter in difpute , that Papifts and Proteftants may un- 
derftand each other. I doubt not but fierce men on both fides 
may have made this difference much wider than it is; but yet 
fuch a difference there is, as no Reprefenting can cure, as I be- 
live will appear by confidering Particulars. 

SECT. II. 

Thofe of the Reformed (Religion acknowledge ? that 

the Cathohck Church embraces all the Fundamental 

Jrticks of the Qhvifl'um Religion. 

'" 3 "''Hat the Church Jof Rone does profefs to believe all 
-*■ ^Principal and Fundamental Articles of Faith, as the 
Biffiop affirms, 1 readily grant ; but yet ffie may hold Fun- 
damental Errors , and deliroy that Faith /he profefles, bv o- 

ther Doctrines dcltrudive ol the true Cathohck Faith. That 
this is poffible, he cannot deny, for men may believe incon- 
ff Lent Propofftions ; a n d the Delign of his Book is fo to ex¬ 
plicate the peculiar Dodrines of the Church of Rome, as'^a 
leconcile them with the Fundamental Articles of Faith 

he . PrOCef l ant Explication of Popifh Doctrines con I 

deiCdkiLE,, were it impoffible for men, who believe ail the 

SSfSSUT 1 ? of *** «*» *** • «• 

un p conaary to It . He might then have fpared his oains 
m vindicating and exDlainimr narrimlar rwT-rir^r • r,. ‘ . 


a r e L ownedT ^ tundameiltal Article of Faith,becaufe they 

FundSal l^ s CM ’ »“* «"*** • 

mi Mhtafilf from w, 8 ? "F ad,an “ gc I*Pro- 

charge her wit h r, i ^^‘{Fundamental Articles, and yet 

tear up Foundations'! Doaxmes aad Pradkes > as deitroy and 

He oblerves indeed from Af. Dai He that we ought nor m, 

charge men with believing fuch Confluences , as they them! 

felves 


/elves do formally rejed; nor do we charge any fuch; thing 
unon the Church of Rome: but M. D.irlle never* fa id , that 
we may not charge mens Doddses and Pradices with fuch 

Confluences, as they, who teach thefe Dodnnes, difownj 

for M. Daille himfelf,'in the place quoted by the Biihop, char¬ 
ges the Opinion of the Lutherans, and ol the Church ot Rome, 
about the mannev of Chr ill’s Prefence in the Sacrament, with 
inferring the definition of the Humanity of Jefu-s Chrifi : and 
therefore the Bifnop concludes too much, when he infers ; It 
» then a certain Maxim efiMijhed amongfi them , that they >mfi 
not in thefe cafes look, upon the Conferences , which may be drawn ™ 
from a Doctrine , but purely upon what he propofet and acknowled¬ 
ges t who teaches it. But the ulc rtf. Daille makes ot it, is on ■ y 
this. That when fuch ill Conferences, as metis Dodrines 


Confequences, this ought not to ureas unruciau ^otiunumou. 
And therefore, though no man ought to be received into the 
Communion of the Church, who denies the Humanity of Je- 
fus Chriit;yet the National Synod at Charenton admits Luthe¬ 
rans to the Holy Table ; bccaufe whatever might be infer¬ 
red from iheir Dodrine, yet they exprelly owned the Huma¬ 
nity of Chri.lt; and this Dodrinal Confequence was a meer 
Speculative Error, which made no change at all in Ads of 
Worfhip; but when the Confequences are not meerly fpecn- 
lative, but praftical, and do not fo much concern, what other 

men believe, and think, as what we our felvesareto do, as it 

is in the Worfhip of Saints and Images, and the Hoff, &c. to 
fay,that we muff have no regard to Confequences,if the Church 
difowns them, is to fay, that we mult not confider the nature 
and tendency of our Adions, nor what they are in God s ac¬ 
count, but only what the Church thinks of them: and there¬ 
fore though we will not charge the Church ol Rome with 
believing any Confequences,which (he difowns; yet if her Do¬ 
drines and Pradices corrupt the Chriitian Faith and Wor¬ 
fhip, it is fit to charge her with luch Corruptions; and if 
the Charge be juft, though fhe difown itjt will iultifieour Se¬ 
paration from her Communion. 


SECT, 
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SECT. M l. 

!^eligum Worfitip is terminated in God alone . 

T He account the Bilhop gives of that interior Adoration „ 
I . which -is due to God alone, is very Sound and Orthodox ? 
ikit u confijh principally in believing be u the Creator and Lord of 
all things, and in adhering to him with all the powers of our Soul, 
by Faith, Hope , and Charity , as to him alone , who can render m 
happy by the communication of an infinite Good , which is himfelf 

But there are two things I except againft in this Section, as 

not fairly ftateci : Flril, concerning the exterior marks of Ado¬ 
ration. Secondly, concerning the terminating of Religious Worfhip* 
As for thd fir ft, he tells 11s : 1 his interior Adoration , which 
we render unto God in Spirit and in Truth , has its exterior marks, 
■of which the principal is Sacrifice , which cannot be off ered to anv but 
to God; And with refped to the fecond,he tells us ^ The fame 
C hurch t eaches us ^ that all Religious IVorjhip ought to terminate in 
■God. as its necejjary End ; and that if the Honour, which therm- 
ders to the Blefed Virgin, and to the Saints , may in fame fence he 
■called Reltgious , it is for its neccjfary relation to God. 

The Bilhop very well knew , that this is die main Seat of 
T.ieCcntroverfic between us, and had he intended by his Ex¬ 
pedition, to have put an end to our Difputes; he ihonld have 
taken a little more care about this Point; for as he has now 
Rated it, he has left the matter juft as he found it. We fay 
that all Religions Wirjhip ought nor only to terminate in God , as its 

^t'7 End,but that God is the foie and immediate Obieft of 
all Religious Worftiip, and that we muft worfhip none beiides 
See « late mm, as our Saviour expounds the Law. Thou I,halt worthiothr 
f V ^ ‘ty God and him only fhalt thou ferve, Matth a. We have- 

tit ilt rdati/eWorlhip to dO&SX 

M?. t0 wor(hl P Ci eatures, is to make them Gods, and it is no ho- 

h° thC Sl ’ rreme ,° od,to advancc his own Creatures to di¬ 
fake. We fay, all external Adts of Religious Worlhip, are pe¬ 
culiar and appropriate to God, as well as Sacrifice; for fince 
we muft wo, (hip none butGod, whatever can be called Reliei- 
hus Worlhip muft be given to none beftdes him; and the Bilhop 

has 


ClO 

has not dealt plainly in this matter; he fays, that Sacrifice can 
be offered to none but God, but he has not told us, what he 
thinks of other external Adts of Worlhip, whether they may 
be payd to fome excellent Creatures * for fince Sacrifice is not 
a natural but inftituted Worfhip } if nothing but Sacrifice is 
peculiar to God, then all external natural Worfhip is common 
to God and Creatures, and then in theftate of nature,there 
could be no external and vifible Difference, between the wor¬ 
fhip of God and Creatures, nor had there been any under the 
Gofpel neither, had not Chrift inftituted his iaft Supper,which 
the Church of Rome has transformed into a Sacrifice of his. 
natural Fiefh and Blood. 

Thus when he fays,that all Religious Worfinp ought to terminate 
in God , as its neceffary end, this feems to me an ambiguous Ex- 
preffion j for Worfhip properly terminates in the Objedt to 
which it is given ^ and in this fence. If all Religious Worfhip 
mull terminate in God, then all Religious Worfhip muft be 
given to God , and to none eife \ which is the true Catholick 
faith-, that God is only to be worfhipped. But then what be¬ 
comes of that Religious Worfhip which is given to the Virgin 
Mary , and Saints in relation to God l Does not this Worfhip, t 
which is given to them, terminate in them, and not in God V 
Are not they the immediate and proper Obje&s of that Wor¬ 
fhip, which is given to them ? And does not the Objedt termi¬ 
nate the Worlhip? Is God theQbjedof that Worfhip,which-, 
they give to the Saints and Bleffed Virgin ? Then they either, 
give that Inferior Degree of Worfhip to God, which is pro¬ 
per for Creatures,which is an affront to hisMajefty.andGreat-- 
nefs 5 or they give that Worlhip to Creatures, which is pro¬ 
per to God, which is Idolatry. Which plainly fhews-, that 
that Worfhip, which is given to Creatures, is terminated in?. 
thofe creatures to which it is given ^ and therefore if any de¬ 
gree of Religious Worfhip be given to Creatures, all Religi¬ 
ous Worfhip does not terminate yn God, as he faid it muft y 
and if all Religious Worfhip muft terminate in God , then no.* 
Religious Worfhip muft be given to Creatures, as he. grants . 
it may, to the Virgin Mary and Saints. 

Yes,you will fay, that W orfhip, which is given to the Saints 
and Bleffed Virgin,terminates in God, becaufeit is given them? 
upon account of their Relation to God , but this is a great? 
miftake.j their,Relation to God can only ferve.for a Reafon,., 
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why they are wor (hipped; but cannot terminate that worihip 

on God which is given to them; beraid'e not God , but 

they themfdves are the Objedt,. and the ultimate Objedt of 
that vVorih;]), which is given to them. 

Though we fhould grant, that God is honoured by that 
Worfhip, winch isgjven to fome excellent Creatures,who are 
his Friends and Fwourir.es, yet the Honour we do to Godin 
tins, is of a very different nature from that worihip, which we 
pay to Creatures•, it does not confiff in this, that the worihin 
we give to Creatures is terminated on God, for it is termina 

ted upon thofe Creatures whom we worlhip; but the Honour 

niuuj: viLd.11. cue Kcafon of our worfhip, that we worfhip them 
for Goa s lake : it is an honour to God by Interpretation and 
Co,:;equence , as we intend it for God’s Honour, or as God 
is p.eatd to thmk himfelf honoured by it; but it is no ad of 
vVotihip to God, and therefore not terminated on him. The 
Wen imp can go no further than its proper Obied though 

%*»** °aiic Worihip m,, Fortl,cfoi S a t, 4 S g of 
difference rietvveen an Objedt,and a Medium of Worship- a me- 
dmm Of Worfhip, which is on!v a reDrefentariv\- nh _ 



, ,. c. ■ > «it i» m uiai vvormiD. whfh 

given to the Images of Chrift and the Saints j which fome Di 

vmes of the Church of AW tell us, is not terminated on thf ' 
mages, but on Chrift or the Saints reprefented by thofe lira 
ges nut a proper objed of Worfhip, which receives worfhm 

cpH °rT proper {;erfon ’ for whatfoever reafon it is wonhirf 
Worihip may reach farther, and be thought to re fed foS 

X and t 

ches a b rhdw 0 f n ROm !- / aches itm ^ K which yet tea 

ice of the Church together, I fear his Fxnnfirin, •„ Pra< ^' 

mcreafe than end r.oivwoverJIcs ' t01 WlIJ rat,lcr 

Thus 
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if 
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ders to the Blejfed Virgin and to the Saints, may, m fome fen fe, be 
called Religious, it is for its nccejfary Relation to God. Why does 
he not tell us plainly, whether this Honoui tneCdinich. ot 
Rome gives to Saints and the Virgin be Religious, oi not, and 
in what fenfe it may be called Religious Honour ? If he under¬ 
take to expound the Catholick Faith, why does he not do it. 
Why does he fpcak fo caatioufiy ? As if he were at raid to ovyn, 
what the Faith of the Church is in this point? Whicn yet h a 
very material one, and very neceffary to be truly Jtated. i mis 
I can understand, how the Honour, which is given to Cl cul¬ 
tures, may have Relation to God, viz** becaufe we nonoui tu^ni 
for God's Sake,and upon account of their relation to him , but I 
do not underttand how this relation to God,makes the Honoiu 
of Creatures a Religious Honour, F or though we honour Crocr- 
tures for God’s Sake,yet the Honour we give to Creatures xmL 
be iutable to their own Natures, and therefore not tnat Religi¬ 
ous Honour,which is proper to God only : As when we honour 
a man tor the fake of our Father, or our Prince, v\ c co not gi v e 
him that Honour,which is proper to our Father/or our ruiiicc, 
though we honour him for their bakes. And theictoie it tne 
Church of Rome does give religious Honour to any Creatures, 
it will not jultilie her , in giving religious Honour to Clo¬ 
tures,that (he honours them for God s Sake *, for Creatures are 
Creatures ilill, though never fo nearly related to God , and 

therefore not capable of Religious Honours. 

So that I do not fee, how this Explication, if it may be io 
called, takes off any Objection, that was ever mace again fc the 
Church of Rome, about the Objed of Religious Worihip. For 

if by all Relic ions Worthing terminated on God, he means, that 
no other Being remit be religioufly worfhippedbut only God * 
then this is an invincible Objection againlt that Religious 
Worfliip, which the Church of Rome gives to the Blelied Vir¬ 
gin, and to Saints and Angels, It he means by it, that Religious 
Worfliip may be given to other Beings betides God, fo it be ad 
terminated in God, then all the other Objections again ft wor- 
fhipping any other Being betides God,are in full force Lid, not- 
withftanding his Explication : their Relation to God will not 
juftifie the Religious Worihip of Creatures, and it is contrary 
to all Senfe and Reafon to fay. That the Worihip, which is 
given to Creatures, is terminated on God. . . 


SECT 


SECT, IV, 


Invocation of Saints . 

T Here are two great Objeftions again/]: that Worihip,. 

which the Church of Rome gives to Saints departed, who 
now reign with Chriib in Heaven, as the Council of Trent 
teaches, i. That it is to give them that Religious Worship, 
which is due only to God. 2, That it makes them our Medi¬ 
ators and 1 nterccllors in Heaven,which is an Honour peculiar 
to C! trill. Now M. de Akaux, and after him, the Author of 
the Character, think to remove thefe Objections, only by ex¬ 
plaining the Doctrine of their Church about this matterj and 
\ (hall difbnftly coiffider, what they fay to each of thefe. 

. 1 ° As tor ti!C firil 7 That in praying to Saints they do not 
give them that wcrihip, which is due only to God, they think 
is evident from hence,That the Council of .Trent and the Cate- 
thiim ad Parocbos teaches them oriiyyo fray to Sams to pray for 
~ , * WThe Bifhop takes great pains to prove this to he the fenfe 

f “‘ 4 t ' ;!e Council, and therefore, that in what terms fosver thofe 

Prayers,which we addrefs to Saints , are couched, the Intention of the 
Ctfurcn , and of her faithful, reduces them always to this form 

Now 1 will not difputc this matter at prefent, but refer mv 
Header to the Anfwer to a Papift mfreprefennd. ‘ 

, lls fuppoie,that this is all the Church of Rome intends 

ny it, that we hi on id only pray to the Saints to pray for us 
what au vantage can they make of this? Yes, fays the A elver’ 
r j lenient beiore the Bi[hop’s Exposition,p. 12. 70 pray to Saints 

only to pray for ns.a kind of Prayer, which by its own nature, is 
jo far from mng referved by an Independent Bern? to himfelf it 
can never he addrefed to him : Thar, is, we mult never pray’ to- 

S"! “ for , I . IS 1 ’ “ nd therefore ruch a Prayer is no part of 

that Worihip,which is due to God. And he adds, If this Form 
of Prayer, pray for matmmjlxd the tr U ft we have in Cod, it would 
he no left condemnahle to „fi it to the Living than t o t he Dead ■ and 
St, Paul would not have find fo often , 'Brethren , pray fir us - 

Pttj a r <?**>** of tbi, Mire. Thus the Aul 

prifntl/v f J l 0r0 l tne C *J. al , after ’ '■Jp. ns - ln thtt,be docs not at nil ne<r. 
Ed. z. ’ 3 coming to Cod, or rob mm of his honour, but direSbing all hy 
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Prayers up to him, and making him the ultimate Object of alibis Pe¬ 
titions, He only defires fometimes the juft on Earth, feme times thofe 
in Heaven to joyn their Prayers to his , that jo the number of 
Petitioners being increa fed, the Petition may find better acceptance, 
in the fight of God : and this is not to make them Gods , but only 
Petitioners to God: He having no hopes of obtaining any thing, but 
of God alone . 

This is the lead; that can poffibly be made of that Worihip, 
they give to Saints, which is not reconcileable with theirpra- 
dice neither *, and if it fhould appear,that this (as little as it is 
thought to be) is to give that Worihip to Creatures, which is 
due to God,they mull e’en reject praying to Saints to pray for 
them, as they now do milling in their aid and afiiftances, and 
power to keep them 

Now I only ask, whether Prayer be notan Ad of Religion, 
and a worihip due to God? if it be not, why do they pray to 
God? if it be, then they give the worihip of God to Saints, 
when they pray to them. For it is not fo much, the matter of 
our Prayer, as the nature of Prayer, which makes it an Ad 
of Religion. We may pray to God for thofe things, which 
men can give, viz,. Food and Raiment, and yet thefe are as re¬ 
ligious prayers as when we ask fuch things of God, as none 
can give but himfelf , and by the fame rcafon, though we pray 
to Saints only to do that for us , which a creature can do, that 
is,only to pray to God for us, yet our very praying to them is 
an Aft of religious worih ip, which is due only to God. 

The truth is,I am fo dull,that 1 cannot fee,what makes thefe 
new Reformers of the Roman-Oatholick Dodrinc and Wor¬ 
ihip,fo fhy of owning any other aid and ajfi [lance,which they ex- 
ped from the Saints, but only their prayers for them: for this 
makes no alteration at all in the nature -of that worihip, they 
pay to them. For fuppofe the Saints in Heaven (who now 
reign with ChrilL as the Council affirms) were intruded with 
theGuardianfhipof men, and the care of Saints on Earth, as 
Cardinal Sellar mine cx prefly fays they are^might we not as law¬ 
fully pray to them to implo'y that power, God has committed 
to them, for our good and happinefs, as to life their intereil 
with God for us by their prayers? Does one exalt you more a- 
bove the condition of creatures than the other? May we not 


beg our Friends on Earth,to relieve our wants and receffities,a$ 
well as to pray for us? And if begging the prayers of our Friends 
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on Earth will juftifie our praying to the Saints in Heaven, to 

pray for ns ^ our asking an Alms on Earth, will equally juftifie 
our begging the aid and a Alliance, as well as prayers, of the 
Saints in Heaven } and then we are juft where we were. And 
if ever there were any good Arguments againft praying to 
Saints, they are all good JfUJT, though they pray to Saints only 
to pray for them: whicfois my only bulincfs at prefent, to /hew 
(according to the Bi (hop’s de’iire ) that Us Explication leaves all 
the Objections in full force ^ an dull ike Vi [pares um cached. 

So that letting slide the matter of our prayers, or what it is 
we ask, which makes no alteration in this cafe, the inquiry is, 
Whether when we pray to Saints, we do not give that vvor- 
fnip to them, which is peculiar and appropriate to God ? 

Now the t hurch of Romefisib far from thinkingfuch pray¬ 
ers to be the peculiar w or (hip due to God, that (bethinks it as 
innocent to pray to the Saints in Heaven to pray for us, as it is 
to defire the prayers of our ChriJlian Brethren on Earth. The 
Bifiiop fays, 1 he Church in teaching us.{hat it is profitable to pray to 
Saints ^teaches ns to pray to them in the fame fpirii of Charity, and 
according to the fame order of fraternal Society, which moves us to 
demand afjifiance ofiur Brethren living on Earth. The Character 
to the fame purpofe makes our defining fometimes the Saints on 
Earthy fometimes thofc in Heaven , to joyn their prayers with ours to 
be Actions of the very fame nature, and equally lawful. This 
is the true Pinch of the Controveilie , and here it is we past 
with the Church of Rome • that we think, there is fome diffe¬ 
rence between (peaking to our Chi iilian Brethren on Earth, 
whom we fee, and convcrfe with, and praying to the Saints in 
Heaven, with all the external expreilions of religious worfnip 
and adoration : The firlt is to converfe with them as men; the 
iecond is fuck a manner of Addreis,as is proper only for a God. 

Jo pray to Saints is fomewhat more than to defire our Chri- 
fhan Friends to pray for usy it is fuppliciter eos invocare as 
the Council of Trent fpeaks,to invoke them,or call on themJn 
the manner of Supplicants * fo that this mult be acknowledged 
a w oi fhip of the Saints ) and then it mult he either a civii or rc~ 
Iigioiis worfhip j and which of thefe two it is, muft be known 
by the manner of paying it. And therefore wlien all the cir- 
cumfiances of worfhip are religions, we mull acknowledge the 
worfhip to be religions too : Such aspravingto them in religi¬ 
ons Places,in Churches and Chappci$,and at confccrated Altars,, 

with 
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„: t h bended knees, find hands and eyes lilted tip, in a very de¬ 
vout manner, when they fee no body to freak to, or to rece.vc 
their Addrelies, unlefsit be the Image of the Saint they wor- 
fiiip Thus fome Nations worfhip their Gods, but no 1 eople 
ever paid their civil refpefts to each other in this manner. 

But as l obferved in my Reply ( f. 66.) There u one infallible 

AiftinEtion between civil and religious worfhip between the worfhip of 
G,;d and men : That the worfhip of the invisible Inhabitants of the o- 
thcr World has always been accounted religions worfhip. Civil re- 
fpdis are confined to this World, as all natural and civil Relations, 
which are the foundation of civil re/petts, are y but we have no in¬ 
ter courfe with the other World, but what is religious And therefore 
as the different kinds and degrees of civil honour, are dljhngmfhed by 
the Sight of the Objett, to which they are paid, though the externa , 
ath and expreffons are the fame, as when men bow the body,andarc 
uncovered, you know what kind of homier it is by feeing, who l fee- 

ther Honourable Perfcn : So the mofi certain mark of diflinUtor, be¬ 
tween civil and religious worfhip is this, that the one,ela.es to th 

World , the other to the mvifwle Inhabitants of tee In till, 

la ft Paragraph the Proteftcr fays ( f>-3 5 ■) f e haveaConfeqttcnce 

ter connexion can be found in them,,hen between the Monument and 
the May-pole, it muff be by one, who has found one ggfgg Lo . 

tick docs not do fuch feats,as one would expeft-, but a little na¬ 
tural Logick, called common fenfe,would have ^ewed him the 

connexion. For I think,there is fome fence m ^ 

the different degrees of civil honour, though molt of the ex- 

prefence of the Ob)'a, to which it is paid •, whetheiit.be out 
Father, or our Prince: So though the external ugns of civil and 

religions worfhip may be vitibly diftir.gmfhed, by t he oDjeft to 
winch it is given : Forcivil worfhip can belong only to the !n- 
h b‘t i ts of this World •, but whatever worfhip is given to the 
S?habitants of the other World,is religious. 

Now if Ih s be fo, then to pray to Saints, now they are re- 

oat ofthis World into an invifible ftate, is to give reli¬ 
gious worfnip to them-, which makes a vaft difference between 
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praying to the Saints in Heaven to pray for us, and fpeaking 
to our fellovv-Chriih’ans on Earth to pray for us. 

The Protcller is willing to grant, or at leaf! fuppofe, that the 
honour or worship,which is given to the invilible inhabitants of 
theather World,is religions worfhip but Hill he fays, it re¬ 
mains to be pr oved, that ail religious refpcSland honour is Jo a di¬ 
vine honour,as tomahga Cod, of the thing , to which it is paid , at leaf 

constructively : This I think,is no hard matter to do } but I /hall 
ptft conlider his Arguments again!! it, and all that he fays, is 

I hat if it be trued/ proves too much,and will bring my felf in fora 
(hare with them, in giving religious werfhip to creatures,and fo 
making Gods of them, at leal! conftru&ively. He inftances in 
that Cuiiom of bowing to the Altar, or Communion Table, as he 
calls it, and bowing at the name of Jcfns • but this /hall be confi- 
dered, when 1 come to the worfhip of Images. His other in- 
fiances concern that religions rejp til, which we allow due to [acred 
places and things,and a religious decency to the bodys of Sams and 
Martyrs ■, but what is this to a religious worlhip. The refpetf: 
we /hew to fuck things and places, is no more than a civil re- 
iped, which conflfb in a decent ufage,irr feparating them from 
vile and common purpofes; and it is called a religtous refped 
not from the nature of the refped, but from the reafon, why 
we give it,viz. out of reverence to God,to whofe worfhip they 
.are feparated. i h,us that love and honour we pay to a living 
Saint, though it rife no higher than the exprefiions of a civil 
refped, may befaid to be religious, when weloveand honour 

them for God’s lake; but this is an external denomination from 

the Caufe and Motive, not from the nature of the Ad r^d 
therefore cannot make Gods of them,became it is not religious 
worfhip^but to give proper religious worfhip to aj.y Beingpsto 
give it that word-)ip,which is proper only to God,which is the 
only way to make any Being a God, which is not a God. 

Now if this be a true notion, that all worfhip,which is eiven 
to the invilible Inhabitants of the other World,is religious 
worfhip,! will ealily prove,that we mult worfhip no ocher in¬ 
visible Being , but God alone, and therefore cannot pray to 
Saints in Heaven, without giving the worfhip of God to them. 

And my reafonjs this, Becaufe God challenges a;] religions 
worlhip to him felf} as our Saviour tells us, Thou (halt mr-fa* 

i - T a J ml 1 f I • * m % _ m - ^ / * * 
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the Lord thy God, and him only (halt than ferve,Ai.uth d.. It feeTS 
to me a very needlefs difpuce, what is the peculiar and incom¬ 
municable 
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municable Worfhip, which mull be given to none but the Su¬ 
preme God, when God has appropriated all Religious Wor¬ 
lhip to himfelf,whatever ad ot religious Worhip God requires 
us to pay to himfelf, mud be given to none elfe , and therefore 
if all Worfhip paid to invilible Beings , be in its own Nature 
rebrious Worlhip, we muff worlhip no Invilible Being, but 
only God. For if ail Worfhip of Invilible Beings be religious, 
and God challenges all religious Worfhip to himfelf, then we 
nuft worfhip no Invilible being but only God; lor to worlhip 
any other Invilible Being, is to give religious Worlhip to that, 

which is not God. T , .. 

But the Proteller thinks I ought to have allowed for the 
different Kinds and Degrees of Religions as well as Civil Honour. 
Such I fuppofe as they call their Latvia or Duka, Supreme or 
Subordinate, Abfolute or Relative, Termmative orTraniienc 
Worfhip but there is no place tor thefe diderent Degrees and. 
Diftindions of religious Worlhip, if we mud worfhip noo- 
ther Invilible Being, but only God y for if there be but one 
Objedof religious Worlhip, there is no need to diftinguisu 
this Werfhip into different Kinds and Degrees, as Civil \v or- 
fbip is, which has very numerous and very different Objects, ti 
v T e muff give no Worfhip to any invilible Being betides Goa, it 
is ridiculous todifpute, what Degree of Worlhip we may law¬ 
fully give them, when we mud give them none. 

And it is 2 good Argument, that there are no inherent Kinas 
of Religious Worlhip \ one which is Supreme and Soveraign, 
and due°to the one Supreme God •, other inferior and Suooiut- 
nate Degrees of Worship , which may be paid to thole Excel¬ 
lent Spirits, which are very dear to God, and the Auunrersor 

his Providence; becaufe there are no external and vifible ; ^T ns > 
to diftinguifh between fuch different Degrees 01 religious vV or- 
fhip As Civil Worlhip is confined 10 the Inhabitants Oi ems 
World, and is thereby diftingnifhed from religious Worfhip ^ 
fo the Different Degrees of Civ il Honour, though the External 
Signs and Exprefiions of it are the fame, arc diftinguifhed by 
[he vifible Prefence of the Object to which it is paid j for when 
a man bows or uncovers his head, we know what kind o« Ho¬ 
nour itis, by confidering the Relation, or the Quality, of the 
perfon, to whom it is paid, w hether he be a Father, a Prince, or 
a wife and good mam. But if there were more Invilible Beings 
than one to. worlhip* though mere might be dmeient Degtees 
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oi internal Honour and Wor (hip paid to them, according to 
the different Apprehcnfions men had of their feverai Degrees 
of Perfect ion ; yet the External Signs of Worfhip mull be the 
fame in all. And thus there would be no vilible diftindtion be¬ 
tween the Worfhip of the Supreme God, and created Spirits, 
and Glorify ed Souls of dead men ; and therefore if it be necef- 
firy to diilinguifh between the Worfhip of God and Crea¬ 
tures, we mult worfhip no Invifible Being, but only the Su¬ 
preme God. 

The Protefter propofes fome ways, whereby the different kinds 

<ttid degrees of Religions Worfhip may be difiinguifhed ; as by the in - 

tentionof the Giver-, but this is not a Vilible Diftin&ion: For 
mens intentions are private to themfelves, and there is no 
difference in the Y ifible A its of Worfhip,to make fuch a diftin- 
ction,o>- by fame Ftfible Reprejemation ; that is by Images : This I 
grant, would make as vilible a DiftinCtion between the Wor¬ 
ship of God, and Chrift, and the Virgin Mary , as the prefence 
of the perfon diftinguifhes the Kinds and Degrees of Civil Ho- 
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e lee, whofe Image they worfhip, 
Being they cured their Worfhip 


fault of this is, that it is forbid by the Law of God ; of 


which more in th 


’fiances, hut what thefe 


Section; or by Determination ef other 


fay nothing 


I cannot tell, and therefore can 


ch of Rome indeed does appropria 
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any other Being; and if this 


certainly tell, 
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offer 
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up, which muff not be gi- 
•e fo, then indeed we can 
offering the Sacrifice of 


great many other Adis ofWorfh 


: ? e are a 
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Od ID Honour of the Saints. This the Bilhop of ^ 
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( p.7.) endeavours to excufe by faying; This Honour which 

we render them (the Saints ) in Sacrificing, confifis in namino them 
in the Prayers we offer up to God , as his Faithful Servants, and 
Hn rendring him thanks for the FtElories they have gained, and in 
humbly befeeching him,that he would vouch fafe to favour us by their 
Interceffion. 

Now it is very true, according to the Council of Trent, the 
Prieft offers the Sacrifice only to God, but they do fome- 
what more than name the Saints in their Prayers,for they offer 
the Sacrifice in Honour to the Saints, as well as to Gcd, which 
the Bifhop calls to Honour the Memory of the Saints : Now if Sa- $ es D - Stif 

orifice be an Adt of Honour and Worfhip to God, it founds ve- r n ^ ee iA 

ry odly to worfhip or honour God for the Honour of his d^owfe'em* 
Saints, which feems to make God only the Medium of Wor- eeming idc~ 
ftiip to the Saints , who are the terminative objedb of it ; and iatry p. 21 6. 
that the Saints are concerned is this Sacrifice appears from 
this. That by this Sacrifice they implore the Jnterceffon of the 
Saints , that thofe whofe Memories ivc celebrate on Earth , would 
vouchfafe to intercede for uswHeaven. The Bifhop tranflates 
imp lor at by Demand , for what reafon I cannot tel]; and makes 
this Imploring or Bejceching to refer to God, not to the Saints, 
whofe Patronage, Patrocinia , and Interceffion they pray, they 
would vouchfafe them,contrary to the plain Senfe of the Coun¬ 
cil, and 1 think to common Sence too : For I do not well un¬ 
der ftand offering Sacrifice to God , that he may procure for 
11s the Interceffion of the Saints; for if he canbeperfwadedto 
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favour us fo fat 


as to intercede with the Saints to be our ln- 


terccffors, he may as well grant our Requefts without their 
Interceffion ; and yet the Bifhop was very fenfible,that if 
we offer up our Prayers to the Saints in the Sacrifice of the 
Mafs, it does inevitably intitle them to the Worfhip of that Sa¬ 
crifice, which, they fay, mu ft be offered only toGod. Heal- 
leadges indeed St. Idufiins Authority, who underftood nothing 
of this Myftery of the Sacrifice of the Mafs, and how far he 
was from thinking of any thing of this Nature, is evident to a- ^27 p ' 
ny man, who confolts the place. ' ' 

But the Church of Rome ( as the Bifhop obferves p. 8.) 
has been charged by fome of the Reformation, not only with 
giving the Worfhip of God to Creatures, when they pray to 
the Saints, but with attributing the Divine Perfections to them, 
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fuch as a certain kind of immcnfuy and Knowledge of the Secrets 
of hearts y for if they be not prefent in all places , where they 
are wojlhipped, how can they hear the Prayers , which are 
made to them at fuch diftant places at the fame time? if they 
do not know our thoughts, how can they underftand thofe men¬ 
tal Prayers, which are offered to them without words, only in 
our fecret thoughts and Dcfires? for even fuch Prayers are 
exprefly allowed by the Council, voce vel mente. 

Now to this he anfwers very w y ell, that though they be¬ 
lieve the Saints do by one means or other know the Prayers, 
which are madeto them, either hy the Mini fry and Communica¬ 
tion of Angels, or by a particular Revelation from God,or in his 
Divine Effencejn which all truth is comprifed , yet never any Catho- 
licfyet thought , theSaints krtewour Necejfities by their own Power , 
no nor the defires which move us to addrefs our fecret Prayers to them. 
And to fay a Creature may have a Knowledge of thefe things , by a 
light communicated to them by God , is not to elevate a Creature 
above his Condition. This I grant and therefore do acknow¬ 
ledge , that they do not attribute the divine perfections of 
Omnifcience or Omniprefence to the Saints , either in thought 
or word, but yet actions have as natural a ligtiification as 
words y and if we give them fuch a worfhip, as naturally iig- 
nifies Omnifcience and Omniprefence , onr worfhip attributes 
the incommunicable perfections of God to them. For it is 
unnatural and abfurd to worfhip a Being, who is not prefent to 
receive our worfhip y tofpeak to a Being, who does not, and 
cannot hear us y and flnceGod has made us reafonable Crea¬ 
tures, to underftand what we do,and why , he interprets our 
aCtions, as well as words and thoughts, according to their natu¬ 
ral lignification. And herein the natural evil of creature- 
worlhip confifts , That every aft of religious worfhip docs 
naturally involve in it a Confeffionof fome excellency and per¬ 
fection, which is above a created nature, and thereby (what¬ 
ever the worfhipper thinks or intends) does attribute the in¬ 
communicable Glory of God to creatures. 

If the Saints are not prefent in all places to hear thofe 
prayers which are made to them , and if they cannot hear in 
Heaven, what we fay to them on Earth , by their own power , 
then prayer is a worlhip , which is not due to their nature, 
even in a glorified ftate. For no being can have a right to 

onr 


our prayers, who cannot hear them y and though we fhould 
grant, that God reveals our prayers to them, yet to know by 
Revelation is not to hear.ln this cafe all that can be reafonable 
for ns to do, is oniy fecretly to defire, that the Saints would 
pray for us, which God can reveal to them , if he pleafes, as 
well as our prayers y but it can never be reafonable to pray 

to thofe, who cannot hear us. 

And if prayer cannot be due to a created nature in its moft 
exalted ftate, becaufe no creature can be prefent in all places 
to hear our prayers, then if it be a proper worfhip for crea¬ 
tures, it muft be fo by a pofitive inftitution of God y but 
then they muft fhew an exprefs command for it, and when 
they can do that, we will difpute the reafon of the thing no 
longer. 

And this is a manifeft reafon, why we fhould worihip no o~ 
t’ner inviilble Being befiGes God,becaufe no other invifible Be 
ing is capable of our worfhip. Gcd alone Elis all places,and 
therefore may be worlhipped, though we do not fee him, 
for he is prefent every where to hear our prayers y bat we 
cannot know, that any Being, of a limited prefence, is pre¬ 
fent with us, unlefs wc fee it y and it is unnatural to pray to 
any Being, who is not prefent to hear us. 

And though the Church of Rome does not direftly and po- 
fitively attribute any divine perfections to Saints , yet man¬ 
kind are fo naturally prone toaferibe a kind of Divinity to 
immortal and invifible Spirits, that this is a fufficient reafon, 
why God fnould not a',low the worfhip of any invifible Spirits. 
For after all that can be faid to the contrary , it is a mighty 
temptation to men, atleaft to make inferior Deities of ihofe, 
to whom they conftantly pay divine honours. 

And though they do not attribute to Saints a natural power 
to know our thoughts, and to hear onr prayers, and to anfwer 
them y yet if this iupernatural gi t and power , whereby they 
doit, beasconftant, and aft as certainly as nature dees, it is 
as great and adorable a perfeft ion, as if it were natural: for 
fince all created Excellencies are the gift of God, what migh¬ 
ty difference is there between a natural and fupernatural per¬ 
fection, or gift, if that which is fupernatural, be as certain and 
lafting , and that which they can as conftantly ufe , as that 
Which is natural. As to take their own inftance: Were tha 
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gift of Prophede, which God bellowed on fome in former A- 
ges, asconftant and certain, as natural knowledge j that they 
eoulclufe this gift, whenever they pleafed, and as conftant- 
Ij foretel things to come, as they could reafon and difcourfe ; 
what difference would there be in this cafe between a natural 
and fupernatural knowledge of future things :* truly no more 
but this; That a natural knowledge is a perfection , which 
God did originally bellow upon our nature: fupernatural 
knowledge is an additional perfection, but yet upon this fup- 
pofition, as infeparably annexed to our natures as natural 
knowledge,and always as ready for ufe as that ^ which I think, 
would make fuch a Prophet as truly venerable, as if Prophefie 

were natural to him. 


Thus it is in this prefent cafe. If the Saints know our pray¬ 
ers, by what means foever they doit, it muftbeas conltant 
and lafting a gift, as if it were natural; that is, they muft as 
certainly Know when, and what we pray for, every time we 
pray , as if .they were prefent to hear us. For if they do not 
always know our prayers, we can never know, when to pray, 
and can never have any fecurity of their IntercefUon fur us *, 
many thoufand AveMaries may be every day loft, and turn to 
no account \ and if they do conftantly know this by a fuperna¬ 
tural gift, it is as glorious a perfection,as if this knowledge 
were natural. Mankind do not fo critically diftinguifh be¬ 
tween natural and Supernatural gifts, in whom foever thefe 
perfections are, they are divine, and inch creatures have a 
lupernatural kind of Divinity annexed to their natures i they 
are made Gods,though not Gods by nature, which is as much 
as any people believe of their inferior Deities, who believe but 
one Supreme and Sovereign God, who is a God by nature. 

And yet the Author of the Character of a Papjfi reprefen- 
* . , gives fome inftances, which would perfwade us. that the 

teifus ha r/,L Ah Ur h l kn , owl 5 d S e ofour prayers. Thus he 
ZtTr dl fl?™' evenw Hdl , *»d nld him likewife his Jan 

hecomcsfoexadly to know, where Hell is, and that it is at 
a greater dillanee from Heaven, than the Earth is : If there 

be ( any force m this Argument it mud: prove, that the Saints 
lave a natural knowledge of our prayers, though at fo great 
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a diftanee from ‘’us, as Heaven is: That they fee, and hear 
us , as Abraham did Dives , though we cannot fee and hear 
them, as Dives did Abraham 7 which might have fatisfied him, 
fince he thinks fit to reafon from Parables , that whatfoever 
diftanee there is between Heaven and Hell, there is a greater 
communication between them , than between Heaven and 
Earth. However our Saviour cannot here fpeak of any fu¬ 
pernatural gift , whereby Abraham faw and heard Dives in 
Hell ? unlefs we will fay , that Dives did by a fupernatural 
gift alfo , fee and hear Abraham in Heaven ^ and therefore if 
this prove any thing, it proves, that Saints know and hear 
our prayers by their own natural powers. 

Thus he adds , That the very Devils hear thofe defperate 
wretches , who call on them‘s and why then fhould he doubt , that 
Saints want this pri uiledge in fome manner granted to fin fid men 
and wicked /pints. But though he call this a Priviledge, I fup- 
pofe, he means a natural one, unlefs he thinks, that the De¬ 
vils hear witches by a fupernatural revelation , as the Saints in 
Heaven hear the prayers of the Saints onEarth : But I always 
thought,that Devils had been a little nearer bad men, than the 
Saints in Heaven are to us on Earth \ for they are confined to 
this Lower Region, and therefore are often fo near, as to fee 
and hear bad men, though they are invillble themfelves: And 
this is one reafon, why God will not allo w us to worlhip any 
invillble Spirits, becaufe though we fnould intend only to wor- 
fliip good Spirits, and glorified Saints, yet bad Spirits who 
are near and prefent, as having their refidence in the Air, as 
the Devil is called the Prince of the Power of the Air, do af- 
fume this worfbip to themfelves, and both corrupt the won* 
fhip, andabufe their Votaries, with lying Wonders. Thus 
they didin the times of Paganifm,and whether they have more 
reverence for the Chriftian Saints, than they had for the Pagan 
Deities, inaffuming their names and vvorihip, let others con- 
fid er. 

But to return to the Biibop. He having adored us,that the 
Church of Rome does not aferibe any divine perfections to the 
Saints ( of which the Reader may judge by what 1 have al 
ready difeourfed) he thus concludes Jt is therefore truejhat by Png. 
examining what are our inter!our Sentiments concerning the Saints , it 
wiU be forma we do not raife them above the condition of creatures ,, 

and' 


and from thence we ought to judge of what nature that exterior ho- 
nour is,which we render them ; exterior Veneration being cftablilhcd 
to tejttpe the interior Sentiments of the mind: That is wc ill uft 

conclude, they do not give the worfhip of God to’them, be- 

caule they do not believe them to be Gods. Now this 1 con- 
fefs, would be true, were the external Signs of honour wholly 
arbitrary, and at our own choice -, for then they could fonifie 
no more , than what we intend to (Ignifie by them , and we 
ought not to be charged with intending to flgnifie more, than 
what we profefs to intend i but w hen either theAdt of worfhip 
naturally ligmfies divine perfections, as prayer to an invifible 
Being does or God has referved any ACts of worihip to him- 
led, as he has done ail religious worihip, that is, all worihip 
paid to mvilible Beings, as 1 have already fltewn ; in thefe 
cafes we may be guilty of giving divine honours to creatures, 
though in words and intention, we aferibe no divine peifefti 

ons to them. 1 

So that I cannot fee, but that, after all the fine colours, and 
fat interpretations, which the Bifhop puts upon this pradice 

oi tl ^ p hurc ^ ot Rom ■> i!1 praying to Saints, the charge a- 
gainlt tnem of giving the peculiar worfhip of God to crea¬ 
tures, is as ftrong and forcible as ever. 

Secondly, let us now conilder, whether our praying to the 

Saints to pray and intercede for us, be not injurious to the 
Merits and Mediation of Chrift. Now there are two things 
the Biihop urges to prove, that the Mediation of Saints is not 
Bag. -6. injurious to the Mediation of Chrift. i. That if the qualm of 

Mediator , which the Scriptures gives to Jefus Chrift, received an v 
prejudice from the Imercejfion made, to theSaims, who teitrn with 

N _ a nroo frl 1 T U : e , Ceh ' e m kfs fiT the , f merce !f l0n \ made to the Faith- 
Subfidiis f^hohve withus. For this he alledgesthe Authority of the 

fandorum ut. Catechifm ad Parochos which tells us, That if it mre m law _ 

non liceat, j^todefire the hereof the Saints , becaufe we have one Patron or 

quod imura Mediator Jefus Chrift , the Apoftle would not f 0 earn eft ly have 

CTIrfum'' d T y T° f a ! mhrer ? nho mre the ” M*g, ^ God for 

Ciu-iftii- h ™; in -ff, ,he £ lor y and dl f U ,y °f Chrift^ Mediators not lefts di - 
<juam id com- c . f >c . f tne Flayers of the living than by the interceflion of 
mi/iffet Ajjo- Saints in Heaven. 7 u l 

ftolus,utfe Deo tanto ftudiofiatrumviventium preefbusadiuvarivcilet • nen- 

irS eC “ ’ qiUm e °™ m ’ qUl m Ca: ! ts funt > ftndoram deorratio, Cdrifti Mdhtoris 
€ »nam& dignitatem immimierent. CM Horn, part 3 . T it. de cultu & 
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This is the leaft that can be made of it, that the Mediation 
and Interceffion of the Saints for us in Heaven,is no more than 
one Chriftians praying for another on Earth} and 1 fear this is 
not reconciieabie with the pradice of the Church of Rome in 
this matter. For can this (if it be no more)be thought a fufii- 
cient foundation, for all that pompous worfhip of the Virgin 
Mary , and other powerful Saints? Is this a good reafon to 
ered Temples and Altars, confecrated not only to their me¬ 
mory, but to their honour* to let up their Images in holy pIa T 
ces, and pay our humble adorations before them * becaufe they 
pray for us in Heaven , juft as Chri ft ian : Brethren pray for 
one another on Earth ? 


And therefore 1 mult needs fay,the Biihop has not truly ex¬ 
pounded the Dodrine of the Church of Rome in this Point, 
which makes the Saints to be our Mediators in Heaven-, not in¬ 
deed Mediators of Redemption, which file acknowledges none 
to be but Chrift, who has purchafed us with his own blood* 
but Mediators of Intercefiion, who have fo much interefc,and 
favour,in the Court of Heaven, as powerfully to recommend 
thofe to God, who put themfelves under their Patronage. 
This I confefs makes a great diiTerence between the Mediation 
of Chrift, and of the Saints, and yet leaves a great diftance 
between the prayers of Saints in Heaven for us, and the mutual 
Intercefiions of Chriftians for each other on Earth, and the 
Church of Rome never taught, that they were of the fame na¬ 
ture* for though the Catechifm endeavours to prove, that the 
Mediation and Interceflion of the Saints in Heaven for us, is 


not injurious to the mediation ofChriIt*, becaufe the prayers 


of Chriftians for each other on Earth, arc very reconciieabie 
with the honour of Chrill’s intercefiion: yet it never teaches, 
that there is no difference between the prayers of Saints in 
Heaven, and chriftians on Earth* and l think we ought to 
diltinguifh between the Dodrine and the Arguments ofthe 
Church. What file declares to be her Dodrine we mult own 


to be lb , but 1 think we muff not grant every thing to be her 
Dodrine, which ought to be fc-ppofed to make her Arguments 
good * becaufe there is no necefiity of granting, that all her 
Arguments muff be good. 

This argument indeed, that the intercefiion of the Saints in 
Heaven is no move injurious to the Mediation of Chrift , than 

the 


the prayers and interceffions of the Saints on Earth foreach 
other, cannot be gooG without fuppoling, that the Interceffi- 
ons of the Saints in Heaven are of the very fame nature, with 
the prayers of Chriitians for each other on Earth j and the Bi- 
fhop takes the advantage to reprefent this as the Doctrine of 
the Church, that finetcaches us to pray to Saints in the fame ffir it 
of Charity , and according to the fame order of fraternal fociety, 
w hich moves us to demand affiance of our Brethren living upon 

Earth. But this I think is not reconcileable with the exprefs 

words of the Council of Trent , which founds the invocation 
of Saints upon their reigning with Chrift ; which makes a vail 
difference between their intereft and authority in the Court of 
Heaven, and the bumble fupplications of Chriitians on Earth, 
And I think rk fptritof Charity, and the order of fraternalfocie- 
ry,does not require us fuppliciter invocare, to pray to our fellow 
Chriitians on Earth as humble Supplicants to pray for us, as the 
•Council teaches us toaddrefs our felves to the Saints in Heaven. 

Chriitians indeed on Earth, and Saints inHeaven(lmce the Bi- 
fhop has limited all their aid and afliitance to their prayers ) 
can do no more than pray for us; and are thus both of them di- 
ftinguiffied from Chrift, who is our Mediator of redemption, 
who has bought us with his blood: But then we ought to 
confider , that there is a vaft difference in prayers, and pray¬ 
ers may prevail upon fuch different Reafons, as may quite al¬ 
ter the nature of the Interceffion. For is there no difference 
between the power and intereft of a favourite, to obtain what 
he defires of his Prince, and the Petition of an ordinary Sub¬ 
ject ? A Prince may grant the Petition of a SubjeCtfor himfelf,or 
of one Subject for another, where there is reafon and equity in 
the cafe, without any more powerful interceffion ; but afts of 
grace and favour mull be difpenfed by the interceffions of fa¬ 
vourites j and yet it is all by way of prayer and Petition to 
the Prince; but though it is all but Petition and requeft , yet 
thole , who have any requeft to make to their Prince, place 
more confidence in the intereft; and power of one favourite, 
than in the joynt Petitions of many ordinary Subjects. 

Thus it is here ; Chriftians on Earth pray for each other as 
common Supplicants, and»the benefit they expedt from fuch 
prayers and Interceffions, is only from the prevalency of Faith 
and Charity, which infpire fuch prayers,and make them effica- 

/ rious. 


cious God has commanded us to pray for one another, and has 
prom:fed to hear our united, fervent, and importunate pray¬ 
ers, for the merits of our common Saviour Jefus Chrift: But 
thole,who pray to Saints in Heaven,pray to them as Favourites 
and Mediators, who prevail not meerly by the force and effi¬ 
cacy of Prayer , but by their perfonal Merits and luterefts 
with God ; and this makes them juft fuch Mediators as Chrift 
is, who by their power and intereft can recommend 11s and our 
prayers to God’s acceptance. No you’ll fay,Chrift purchafed us 
with his blood , and mediates in the vertue of his Sacrifice, 
which makes his Mediation of a different nature from the Me¬ 
diation of Saints, who mediate only by their intereft with God, 
upon account of their perfonal Merits. But this altei s not the 
cafe • for the general notion of a Mediator, is one who has 
power and intereft witli God, effectually to recommend us to 
his favour; and whether he mediates with,or without a Sacri¬ 
fice if his Mediation be powerful and efficacious,he is a true 
and ’proper Mediator; and to fet up fuch other-Mediators be- 
fides Chrift,muft be injurious to his Mediation, for then Chrift 
is not our only Mediator -, and after all the Apologies that can 
be made for it,it argues fome Diftrnft,either of Chrift’s power, 
or good Will to help us, when we fly to other Patrons and 

A ^2°Andtherefor cMonficurde Mtaux has another Referve; for 
in the fecond place he tells us from the Council of Trent, That 
to invocate Saints,according to the fenfeof thisCounciljs tohavere- 

courfe to their Prayers, for obtaining benefits from God through Je- 

fus Chrift • fo that in reality we do not obtain thofe benefits , which 
we receive the interceffion of the Saints , otherwife than through 
fefus Chrift, and in his Name ; feeing thefe Sams thcmfelvcs pray 
in no Other manner than through Jefus Chnfi, and are not heard but 
in his name. -After which we cannot imagine, that any ore jhould ac- 
cufe us of for fifing Jefus Chrifi,when we befeech his Members, who 
are alfo ours , bis Children^ who are our Brethren^ and his Saint s^who 
are our fir ft-fr nits , to fray with ns , and for ns , to onr common 

Mafrer in the name of oar common Mediator . 

As for for faking Jefus Chrift , this we do not charge them 

with; tho whoever confiders, how much more frequent ad- 
dreffes are made in the Church of Rome to the Virgin 
and fome other powerful Saints, than to Chrift himfe , 
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be tempted to think, that it looks very like torfaking him j but 
we only fay, that they rob Chrift of the glory of being our only 
Mediator and Advocate, by having recourfe to the pray ers.and 
interceffions of fomany Saints. 

# But how can the Interceffion of Saints be injurious to the Me¬ 
diation of Chrift,when they themfelves intercede m the Name 
and Mediation ofChrift j which neceflarily referves to Chrift 

the glory of his Mediation entire, fince the Saints themfelves 

a re not heard hut in his name ? 


Now rightly to underftand this, we muft coniider the nature 
of Cbrift’s Mediation, which is to offer up all thofe prayers to 
Godin Heaven,which we make to God in his name on Earth He 
is our Mediator in Heaven, our High Prieft,who is puffed into the 
Heavens ; who is made not after the law of a Carnaf Command¬ 
ment, but after the power of an endlefs life who is made higher than 

the Heavens , who is not entred in the holy place made wtth hands 
which are the figures of the true, but into Heaven itfelf , now to appear 
m we prefeme of Cod for us. So that as the high Prieft under 
the Law entred once a year into the Holy Place , which was 
a type and figure of Heaven, to make expiation and intercefii- 
ons for the peopic 5 fo the office of Chrift, as otir.hieh Prieft 
and Mediator, is to afeend into Heaven with his own blood 
and there to appear m the prefence of God for us. His media¬ 
tory office is confined to Heaven y there he prefents our pray¬ 
ers to God,m vertue of his own blood j and this is as pecu- 
liat and appropriated to him, as it was to the highiPrieit un¬ 
der the Law,to offer the blood of the Sacrifice, and make at- 

tenement, and interceffion in the Holy of Holies. 

So that to prerent our Prayers to God in Heaven is the pe¬ 
culiar office of Chrift, who is our great High Prieft, and only 
Mediator in the immediate prefence of God in Heaven ; and to 
apply our felves to any other Mediators in Heaven to prefent 
our Prayers to God, in what maimer, or upon wh ’ pmete 
foever it be,is injurious to the Mediation of Chrift, whole pro- 

Fto^StfceUat P t r h?f -° Ur Pray f 5 t0 God in Hcaven ' And 

foever they pray, they offer up our prayers to God immedf 
ately in Heaven, which is the office of our great HighS 
for there is and mult be but one Mediator in Heaven * 


And 
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And if we confider, what is meant by praying to God in 
the Name and Mediation of Chrift,we ihall fee reafon to think, 
that this is very improperly attributed to the Saints in Heaven. 

‘For when we pray to Godin the name of Chrift, though wead- 
dvefs our prayers immediately to God, yet God does not re¬ 
ceive them, as coming immediately’from us, but as prefented 
by the hands of our Mediator y which is the true meaning of 
praying to God in the name of Chrift, that we offer our Pray¬ 
ers to God, not directly from our felves, for then we fliould 
have no need of a Mediator, but by his hands, whofe office it is 
to prefent them to God, to appear in the Prefence of God for 
us, which is therefore called coming to God by him. Hci> 

Now this is very agreeable to the ftate and condition of 
Clinicians on Earth, who are at a great diftance from the im¬ 
mediate Throne and Pretence of God, to offer their prayers 
by the hands of a Mediator, who appears in the prefence of 
God nr them., and the reafon, why we want a Mediator to 
appear for us, is becaufe we are not yet admitted into God’s 
immediate Prefence our felves. But could every ordinary 
Prieft, orjjrw, have been admitted into the Holy of Holies, as 
the high Prieft was, they might as well have offered their 
prayers and iacrifkes there immediately to God, without the 
Miniftry and Mediation of the high Prieftj and thofe who are 
in Heaven in the immediate prefence of God, if they offer up 
any prayers to God for themfelves or others, they offer them 
immediately and diredtly to God, becaufe they offer them to 
God in his immediate Prefence j which is the true notion of 
Chrift’s Mediation, that he appears in the prefence of God for 
ns: And therefore whatever ufe there may be of the Name of 
Chrift in Hcaven, Saints in Heaven, who live in the immedi¬ 
ate Prefence of God, have no need of a Mediator to offer their 
prayers to God, as Saints on Earth have, becaufe they are ad¬ 
mitted to the immediate vifion of God themfelves. To offer up 
our Prayers to God,in the Name and Mediation ot Chrift, fup- 
pofes, that we are at a diftance from God, and not admitted 
into his Prefence to fpeak for our felves; but thofe prayers, 
which are offered to God in his immediate Prefence, need no 
Mediator to prefent them. And yet to fay, that the Saints hi 
Heaven offer their Prayers to God in the Name and Medi¬ 
ation of Chrift, is to fay, that when they are admitted to the 

H 2 immediate. 
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immediate Prefence of God themfelves, they flill need a Medi¬ 
ator ; that the prayers they offer to Godwin'his immediate pre- 
fence^hey do not offer immediately to him,but by the hands of 
a Mediator; which if it be Sence,l am fure,is no good Divinity, 
as neither agreeing with the Types of the Law, nor with the 
Gofpel account of Chrift’s Mediation. And there "tc if glori¬ 
fied Saints appear for us in the prefence of God in Heaven, 
they are as much our Mediators as Chrift is ; for this is the 
molt effential charader of his Mediation, that he appears in the 
prefence of God for us. The only objection I can fore-fee a- 
gainft this, is, that fome of the ancient Fathers, though they 
did not pray to Saints to pray for them, yet were inclined to 
believe, that Saints departed did pray for the Church on Earth, 
efpccially for their particular Friends, which they left behind 
them, and therefore to be furedid not think this any injury to 
the Mediation ofChrid. But then we mult coniider, that 
as they fpoke doubtfully of this matter, fo thole very Fathers 
did not believe, that Saints departed were received up into the 
highefl Heaven, into the immediate Prefence and Throne of 
God ; though they thought them in avery happy date, yet 
not perfedjtill the refurredion ; and therefore they prayed for 
Saints departed , as well as believed, that Saints departed 
prayed for them. Now any Mediation and Interceffion on this 
fide Heaven, is very confident with the Mediation of Chrift in 
Heaven; but to intercede in Heaven is his peculiar office, 
which no other Creature can ffiare in, fince his Refurredion 
and Afcenfion. This , I think , is Efficient to prove, that 
Monfteur de Meaux his Expofition cannot reconcile praying to 
Saints to pray for us , either with the peculiar Worffiip of God, 
or with the glory and dignity of our great and only Mediator 
■and Advocate Jefas Chrift. 

♦ 

The Char after of a Papift Represented. 

3 * Of addreffing more Supplications to the Virgin Mary than 

to Chrift . 

Monfteur de Meaux takes no notice of that peculiar kind of 
Worffiip, which is paid in the Church of Rome to the Virgin 
Mary , as being fenfible how hard it is to reconcile this 
with his bare Ora pro nobis ; but the Reprefenter , who pre¬ 
tends 
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tends to follow the Bifhops Pattern, but wants his Judgment 
and Caution to manage it,undertakes to apologize for this too; 
and it is worth the while to coniider what he fays. 

The Papid Mif-reprefented isfaid to believe the Virgin Mary 
to be much more powerful in Heaven than Chrift , and that jhe can. 
command him to do , what jhe thinks good , and for this reafon he ho¬ 
nours her much more than he docs her Son , or Cod the Father , for 
one prayer he fays to God , faying ten to the Holy Virgin. Let us 
then coniider how much of Mif reprefentation there is in this ; 
and 1 ffiall begin with the lad fird, becaufe mens A&ions are 
the bed Interpreters of their Thoughts and Belief. 

The Papid for one prayer he fays to God , fays ten to the Virgin 
Mary: Is this mif-reprefented ? Let him but tell over his 
Beads, and fee how many Ave Maries and Pater nofters he will 
find upon a dring , which are exactly ten for one. This he 
confelles, and thinks it as innocent to recite the Angelical Salu¬ 
tation now , as it was for the Angel Gab del and Elizabeth to 
do it. But did the Angel ufe it as a Prayer to the Virgin Ma¬ 
ry ? Is Hail thou that are highly favoured, the Lord is with Thee, 
bleffedart thou amongft Women , when Ipoken to the Virgin,who 
was then prefent to near it, a friendly Salutation, or a Prayer? 

Was it delivering a Mcflagc,or an adt of Devotion? Or is this 
the Ave Maria now in ufe in the Church of Rente ? As I remem¬ 
ber, there are two or three little words, Ora pro nobis, added to 
it,which make it a Prayer, not the Angelical Salutation : And 
we do not read,that the Angel Laid, Holy Mary, Mother of God , Contemplate 
pray for ns firmer s, now and in the hour of death. ons on the Ufe 

Indeed were it lawful to pray to the Virgin Mary , I fhould 
have Iefs to fay againd the frequent repetition of this prayer; 1 ' * ’* 

but yet a man might enquire , why the prayer to the Virgin 
Mary, is repeated fo much oftner tnan the prayer to God ; is 
not this to honour her much more than he does her Son , or God the 
Father ? For is not Prayer an adt of Honour and Worffiip ? And 
do we not then honour that Being mod, to whom we pray cf- 
tened b No, fays the Reprefenter, for he does not at any time 
fay even fo much as one Prayer to her , but what is directed mors 
principally to God. Surely there mud be fome Mydery in this. 

For do they not fay a great many Prayers, immediately di¬ 
rected to the Virgin Mary , and not at ail directed to God ? 

Is not their Ave Maria fuch a Prayer, and do they principally 

pray 
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pray to God in thofePrayers, which are immediately directed 
to the Virgin Mary ? When they pray to the Virgin Mary to 
pray for them, is this prayer principally dire&ed to God Almigh¬ 
ty ?' What when the Virgin is only named ? And the matter of 
the Prayer isfuch, that it cannot be directed to God Almigh¬ 
ty, unlefs they think it proper to pray to God to pray for 
them? Yes, thefe Prayers to the Virgin ar offered up as a 
thankful Memorial of Chriffs Incarnation, and an acknowledgment 
of theBleffcdnefs of Jefus the fruit of her Womb. The meaning of 
which can be no more than this,That when they pray toMary the 
Mother of jefus, it is a tacite acknowledgment,that Jefus was 
born of her, and that the Son mult be a very Glorious Prince, 
when the Mother is fo highly exalted upon account of her 
Relation to him, as to have fo many devout Prayers and 
Hymns offered up to her. But does this prove , that the 
Prayers, which are immediately dire&ed to the Virgin Mary, 
are principally directed to Chrilt, becaufe Mary was his Mother ? 
which is the whole Myftery of thebufinefs. Suppofe Chrill 
ibould think himfelf honoured by thofe Prayers, which are 
offered to his Mother, yet is there no difference between pray¬ 
ing to Chrill, and that Honour we dohim in praying to his 
Ibid. p. 5- Mother? A late Author indeed tells us, that Khz Generation, 

which wc give to Mary , redounds to Jefus: AH Honour given to 
.the Mother pending to the Glory of the Sonfor as he communicates 
with her in Flcfh and Bloodfo alfo doth he partake with her in her 
Qualities and Perfections, and there fore he is alfo a Jharer in that 
Homage and Obfervance float is made to her . This is a new fort 
of Confubftantiation, and Communication of Properties; but 
yet how much foever we honour Jefus, when we pray to Ma¬ 
ry, yet we do not pray to Jefus, when we pray to Mary, and 
therefore thefe Prayers are principally and immediately dire¬ 
cted to Marys not to God or Chrill and therefore to offer ten 
Prayers to Mary fox; one to God, looks very like honouring Ma¬ 
ry much more than her Son, or God the Father. 

Well, but foe is the Mother of God, andBleffed amongsb Wo¬ 
men s but how does her being Chrill’s Mother entitle her to a 
greater fhare in our Prayers and Devotions than Chrill him¬ 
felf? It is indeed a great Honour to her to be the Mother of 
Jefus, but does this entitle her to that Worlhip and Homage, 
which is due to her Son ? She is the happieft Mother among 

Women, 
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W omen, but does this advance her above Angels and Arch- 
Angels ? For my part I fee no reafon to think, that her bea¬ 
ring Chrill in her Womb, which was a lingular Favour con¬ 
ferred on her, but has nothing of Merit in it, Ihould advance 
her above the molt Eminent Apoilles and Martyrs, who with 
undaunted Courage and unwearied Indultry propagated the 
Gofpel throughout the World, and were the great Minifters 
of his Kingdom: 1 am fure our Saviour does not feem to at- 
• tribute any fuch mighty Vertue to the Maternity of Mary 
when a certain Woman faid unto him , Bleffed is the Womb 
that bare thee, and the Paps which thou haft fucked ; he anfwered 5 Luke n. 27. 
yea rather Blefjed are they , who hear the Word of God and keep it\ 

And in another place, when fomejtold him, behold thy Mother 4^ 

and thy Brethren fiand wit hout defiring to fpeak with thee he an- &C ' 
frnredand faid unto him, that told him, who is my Mother ? And 
who are my Brethren t and he ftretched forth his hand towards his 
his Difciples , faying , behold my Mother and my Bre¬ 
thren, for whofoever Jhall do the Will of my Father, which is in 
Heaven, the fame is my Mother, and Sifter, and Brother. Which 
prefers his meanelt Difcipies before the Mother of his Flcfh 
confidered only as his Mother ; which lie would not 
have done, had the bare Maternity of Mary advanced her a- 
bove all other Creatures. 

Well, but [he is mo ft acceptable to God in her Jntcrceffton for 
us. Did the Angel tell them this too , as well as that /he is 
B'elfed among Women ? Wncnce then do they learn it ? Is it 
only becaufe fhe is a Mother? Have all Mothers then fuch a 
natural Authority over their Sons, even when they are Sove¬ 
reign Princes ? Cannot the Eternal Son of God chafe an 
Earthly Mother,, but he mull admit her into the Throne with 
him, and govern his Kingdom, if not by her Commands, 
yet by her Importunities and Requells ? This is thought a 
great weaknefs in Earthly Princes, and ufually proves fatal to 

■ ' ■ y y __ P yet it is much more tolerable in Earth 

than in Heaven. What has the Mother of his Flefh to do to in- 
sermedle in the affairs of his Spiritual Kingdom, which fhe is 
not capable or managing? She had no Authority in the Church, 
while fhe was on Earth, which methinks her Maternity mi^ht 
give her as much Right to, as to be Queen Regent of Heaven. 

When Chrill was a Child he lived in Subjection to Mary and 

Jofeph, 


Luke 2.48, 
49. 


John i- 3,4. 
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Jofeph, though he began early to give them a Specimen of a 
Suoeriour Power he had, and fuch a work to do, as difeharged 
him from Subjedion to Earthly Parents. When he was but 
twelve years old, he told his Mother, tow was it, that ye fought 
me wifi ye not that 1 trmft be about my Fathers bafmefs ? W hen 
his Mother at the Marriage in Cana of Galilee acquainted him, 
th -t their Wine was fpent, and infmuated her defire, that he 
fhouki help them, he rebukes her for it, Woman what have I 
to'do with thee ? my hint is not yet come. She was not to dired 
him what to do in fuch matters } and can we think then, that 
now ? he is advanced to the Right Hand of God, he will fuller 
her to intermedle in the adminiftration of his Kingdom. 

But our Author believes it damnable to think the Virgin Mary 
■more powerful in Heaven than Chrift , or that fie can in any thing 
command him. It is well the Jmy era Rcdemptori , command the Re¬ 
deemer, is at laft difowned by them , though it may be fome 
may think it a little too much to call it damnable , becaufe 
whatever Pa pills believe now, there was a time, when this 
was nfed in the Millais of the Roman Church} and will he fay, 
that it was damnable then to ufe that Hymn ? 

I believe no Papift ever thought the Virgin Mary to be Om¬ 
nipotent, much lefs, that Die can do more than Chrift can, or 
can command him by a dired and Superior Authority} nor 
did any man, that 1 know of,ever charge them w ith this : and 
if it be only in this fenfe, that he denies the Virgin to be more 
powerful in Heaven than Chrift, it is nothing to the purpofe} 
for it is poffible for a Subjed to be more powerful than his 
Prince, though he cannot command him, andean do nothing 
but by his Princes favour} but if he have fo much the afeendanc 
of his Prince, that he can deny him nothing , that he does 
whatever he will have him, and fuch things as no other confl- 
deration Ihould incline him to do, but the defire of fuch a pow¬ 
erful Favourite, this man is really more powerful than the 
Prince, becaufe he has the diredion and Government of the 
Princes Power: He has the Prince himfelf in his Power, and 
therefore is more powerful than he. And if this be the cafe 
of the Bicfied Virgin , that Che has the Difpofal of Chrift’s 
Grace and Mercy, though not by a dired Authority , yet by 
her Intereft in her Son, if he never denies, that which lhe asks, 
but grants that at her Interceflion, which he would not grant 

without 
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•without it } if thePapifts believe this, they believe her to 
be more Powerful than Chrift, and they have then good rea- 
fon, as they do, to put up more frequent Prayers to her, than 
to God or Chrift himfelf. And whether they do not believe 
this, and that at this very day, let any one judge, from thefe 
paflages in the Contemplations of the Life and Glory of the 
Holy Mary, which is lately publilhed in Englilh, Per mi fin 
. Superior ton, “ There p. 7. he tells us, that God hath by a Pag. 7. 
“ Solemn Covenant pronounced Mary to be the Treafury of 
“ Wifdom, Grace, and Sandity under Jefus. So that what- 
“ ever Gifts are bellowed upon us by Jefus,we receive them by 
tc the Mediation of Mary: No one being gracious to Jefus, 
eC who is not devoted to Mary , nor hath any one been fpeci- 
“ally confident of the Patronage of Mary , who hath not 
“ through her received a fpecial Bleffing from Jefus. Whence 
c it is one great mark of the Predeftination of the Eled,tobe 
u fingularly Devoted to Mary, fince fhe hath a full Power, as 
“a Mother, to obtain of Jefus, whatever he can ask of God 
“ the Father, and is comprehended within the Sphere of man’s 
u Predeftination to Glory, Redemption from Sin, and Regene- 
u ration by Grace. Neither hath any one petitioned Mary, who 
u was refufed by Jefus, nor trufted in Mary , and was abandon- 
“ ed by jefus. 

1C A little after he direds the Devotes of the Virgin, to Pag. 9. 
a have a firm and unfhaken confidence in her Patronage, a- 
“midftthe greateftofour inward Conflids with Senfuality, 

“and outward Tribulations from the adverfe Cafualities of 
“this Life*, through a ftrong Judgment of her eminent Pow¬ 
der, within the Empire of Jefus, grounded upon the lingular 
“ Prerogative of her Divine Maternity} for by vertue there' 

“ of no State of man can be fo unhappy, through the malice 
“ of Satan, the heats of our Palfions, or the Enormity of Sin, 

“ which exceeds her Love towards the Difciples of Jefus, or 
“ the efficacy of her Mediation for us unto Jefus: So that % 

“ though the condition of fome great Sinners may be fo de~ 

“ plorable, that all the limited Excellency, Merits and Power 
“of all the Saints and Angels, cannot effedually bend the 
“ Mercies of Jefus to relieve them, yet fuch is the accepta- 

* “ blends 




a ceptablcnefs of the Mother of Jefus to Jefus,that whoever is 
u under the Verge of her Protection,may confide in hex lnter- 
u ceflions to Jefus. He denying no Favour to her, whereby 
“ the Wonders of man s Predeftination and Redemption 
a through Jefus, may be magnified and promoted. So that 
the Blefled Virgin is more Powerful than all the Saints and 
Ant'els in Heaven \ fhe has all the Power of Chrift, nil his 
Grace and Mercy in her hands, and can difpenfe it to fuch 
Sinners, whom Chrift would not pity and relieve without 
her and therefore is a more powerful Patronefs of Sinners,- 
than Chrift himfelf is. And therefore he might well add in 
the next place, that allthefe Bleffngs flow from Jefus to all 
through Mary, and may therefore juftly refer them all to her as to 
the mo ft effectual In fir went , Channel , and Conveyance of all. 
Now if this be true Reprefenting, it is no Mif-reprefentation to 
fay, that a Papift believes the Virgin Mary to be rnuch more 
Powerful in Heaven than Chrift * not that ihe ha* any Power 
of her own, but that fhe can more powerfully and effectually 

bend the Mercies of Jefus to relieve Sinners 7 than the mercies of 
Jeflus can bend themf elves without her . 
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SECT. V. 

IMAGES. 


^jpHAT the Worfhip of Images, as it was praftifed by 
I the Heathens, is Idolatry, Mon fair de Meaux and 
the Rcprefentcr fuppofe; and therefore their Bufinefs is, 
to give fuch an account of the Worfhip of Images, as pra- 
cl ifed in the Church.of Rome, as to diftinguifii themfeires 
from Heathen Idolaters. To this purpofe the Bifhop tells 

US, The Council of Trent forbids as exprefly to believe any Di - p 
vinity or Virtue in them , for which they ought to be reverenced , to 
demand, any favour of them , or to put any truft in them and 
ordains, That all the Honour which is given to them, ft odd be 
referred to the Saints the tnfelves which are reprefented by them e 
That the Honour roc render Images, is grounded upon their ex¬ 
citing in ns the remembrance of thofe they reprefent . That by 
humbling cur felvcs before the Image of Chrift crucified > we JIjotv 
what is our fubmiffton to cur Saviour. So that to fpeaff precifely, 
and. according to the Ecclefiaftical StiH. when we honour the Image 
cf an jdpoftle or Martyr, our intention is not fo much to honour 
the Image, as to honour the slpofclc or Martyr in the prefence of 
the Image. Thus the Pontifical tells us, and the Council of 1 rent 
expreffes the 'fame thing , when it fays , The Honour we render to 
Images , has fuch a reference to thofe they reprefent, that by the 
means oj thofe Images which wc infs, and before which we kneef 

_ ? . . * f /* .. / * ri _ r /___ */ n *. _ - ... /. /*. /T f ~** i *wi r 4- It /:i * 


wc adore Jefus Chrifij and honour the Saints, ivhoje Types they 
are. To the fame purpofe the Reprefenter fpeaks, and al~ 
in oft in the fame words. So that the Sum of their Apology 
is this, That they do not believe Images to have any Divi¬ 
nity in them, or to be Gods, and therefore do not pray 
to, nor put their trnft in the Image, nor fo much honour 
the Image in thofe external Expreffions of Reverence they 
pay to it, by killing it, and kneeling before it, as Chrift, 
or the Saint whom the Image reprefentsj and the ufefulnefs 

of Images to excite in*us the remembrance of thofe whom 

l 1 we 
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we love and honours Is a juflifiable Pi.eafon of that Honour 


we pay to than 


- 

This is a Matter of very great coniequence, and deferves 


and f.iH.aently diitinguun tnc vvorimp or tne Ui. or Kome, 
from that Worfhip which the Heathens gave to their Images, 

Monfieur de Meaux pretends, by his Expofition of the 
Doctrines of the Church of Rome? to cut off Objections and 
Difpntes ; that is, fo to Hate the Matter, that there may be 
no place for t ho fe Objections which Pro ted ants commonly 
urge again# worlhipping Images. But I do not fee, that he 
has made any EfTay of this Nature in the Point of Image- 
Worfhip, but has left both all the Difpntes among them- 
feives, and with Proteftants, untouched. 

The Objections which Proteftants urge again ft the W or- 
fnip of Images, as taught and praCtifed in the Church of 
Rome-, arc principally thefe four. 

1. That it is expreily forbid by the fecond Commandment, 
without any limitation or exception. 

2. That the Heathens are in Scripture charged with Ido¬ 
latry in the Worfhip of Images. 

3. That it is a violation of the Divine Majelly, crimen 
Left Majefiatu , to reprefent Gcd by a material and fenfiefs 
image or Picture. 

4. That a vifible ObjeCt of Worfhip, though confidered 
only as a Reprefentation, is expreily contrary to the Law of 
Mofes , and efpecially to the Ipiritual Nature of the Chrifli- 
an Worfhip. 

Now I do not fee, how the Bi(hop’s Expofition takes off 
any of thefe Objections, which after all that he hath laid, 
are in full force Hill, as 1 fhail particularly fliew. 

1. Then he tells us. That the Council of Trent forbids us 
exprefiy to believe any Divinity or Virtue in Images , for which 
they ought to lie reverenced. We grant, the Council does 
forbid this ^ and he knows that we never charge them with 
it; though there are fome practices of the Church of Rome, 
which look very fufpicioully that way: but then we fay, 
the fecond Commandment forbids the worfhip of all Images* 

without 
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without any fuch limitation; for there is not any one word 
in the Commandment to limit the Prohibition of worship¬ 
ping Images,to fuch Images, as are believ'd to have any Divi¬ 
nity in them. The words of the Commandment are as general' 
as can be, Thou Jhalt not make to thy felf any Graven Image , nor 
the likenefs of any thing that is in Heaven above ,or in the Earth be - 
neath , or in the Water under the Earth thou flialt not bow down 
to than , nor worjhip them. The Commandment takes no notice 
of any Divinity which is fuppofed to be in thefe Images, but 
only of the Reprefentation made by them, that they are the 
Likenefs or Reprefentation of things in Heaven, or things on 
Earth, or things under the Earth *, and therefore the whole 
Difpute between Papilts and Proteftants about the fenfe of 
the fecond Commandment, and the itrict notion, of an Idol, 
is left untouch'd by this Expofition. 

The Roman Doctors indeed tell us, that the Heathens wor- 
fhipped their Images as Gods, and did aferibe Divinity to 
them ; upon which account Monfieur de Meaux tells us, All Pag. 9. 

thefe words of the Council are like fo many Char aiders to difinguifij 
m from Idolaters ; feeing ive are fo far from believing with them 
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deny, that the Heathens took their Images for Gods any try, $.466) &c, 
more than Papilts do their Philofophers defpifed the charge, 
and made the fame Apologies for them feives, which the Di¬ 
vines of the Church of Rome now do*, and we may fuppofe, 
that common Heathens had much fuch Apprehenfions about 
them, as common Papilts have : Thofe who had any fenfe 
could not believe them to be Gods *, and thole who have none, 
may believe any thing : but there is no great regard to be had 
to fuch Mens Faith, whatever their Religion be,who are void 
of common Senfe. However this Difpute, whether the Hea¬ 
thens did believe their Images to be Gods,or to have any more 
Divinity in them, than Papilts attribute to their Images, is 
a Difpute Hill, and Monfieur de Meaux has not faid one word 
to prevent it; and therefore the Condemnation of the Hea¬ 
thens for worlhipping Images is Hill a good Objection again# 
the worfhip of Images in the Church of Rome, till he prove 

I 2 as 
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as well as aflerfc this difference between them. 

• But indeed, tho I readily grant that the Church of Roms 
does not believe that there is any Divinity in their Images, 
and that the Heathens did believe that Confecration brought 
down the Gods, whom.they worfliipped by fuch Reprefen- 
rations, and tied them by fome invifble Charms to their 
Image, that.they might be always prefent there to receive 
their Worfhip»yet this makes no material difference in their * 
Notion of Images. 

The r'eafon why the Heathens thought it neceflaryby 
fome Magical Arts to fatten their Gods, or fome Divine - 
Powers to their Images, was not to incorporate them with * 
•their Images, but to fecure a Divine Prefence there, to hear' 
their Prayers, and receive their Sacrifices, without which all 
their Devotions paid to an Image were loft*, which was very - 
need!ary, efpecially in the Worihip of their Inferior De¬ 
mons, whom they did not believe to be prefent in all places* 
j King. 18.27. As FJ V ah mocked the Priefts of Bad, and feud , Cry aloud for ■ 

he is a God: cither he is talking, or he is par filing, or be is in a 1 
feurrny , or per advent are he flecpeth , and waft be-awaked. But" 
bow, thole who believe that God is every where prefent to ■ 
fee and hear what wc do * and that the Saints," who are ‘ 
not prefent in their Images, yet do certainly know (by 
what means foever it be) what Prayers and Homages are' 
offered to them at their Images, need not call down any Di¬ 
vine Powers conftantly to attend their Images, but only to 
procure their acceptance of thofe Devotions, which are paid 
to them at their Images. And this is the difference between 
the Confecration of Heathen and Popifh Images: The firft 
is to procure the Prefence of their Gods in their Images y 
the other to obtain the Favour of Chrift, and the Saints, to • 
accept thole Prayers and Oblations, and other Acts of De¬ 
votion which are offered to them at their Images y as to 
give but one Inftance of it in a Prayer tiled at the Confecra- 
p - _ tion of the Crols. SanEiificetk-r lignum iftiid in nomine FaA-tris '■ 

«ed. now ert & Spirit us Sancn , & benediElio ill ins ligni in quo 

<ris. membra fanBta falvaioris fitfpcnfi fiunt, fit in ifio ligno •, ut 0- 

r antes inc tin antijc-y fie proprer D c urn ante lit am erne em invent ant 
Corporis & Anima famt at era, Let i bis Wood bs fiinlhfied-in- the 

name 
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name of the Father , and of the Son , and of the Holy Ghofi ; and 
let the Blejfmg of that Wood , on which the holy Members of oar 
Saviour hung , be on this Wood •, that thofe , who pray and bow them- 
[elves before this Crofs , may obtain Health both of Body and Sod, 

This peculiar Virtue which Confecration bellows on Images 
to obtain the Favour of Chrift and his Saints, to thofe who 
pray and worihip before them, is all that the Heathens in¬ 
tended in calling down their Gods to attend their Images 
to hear and receive their Prayers and Sacrifices. They did 
not believe their Images to be Gods, but Silver,' or Gold, 
Wood, or Brafs, or Stone, according to the Materials they 
were made of, as the Church of Rome does ^ but they thought 
their Gods were prefent to hear the Prayers they made be¬ 
fore their Images:, as the Church of Rome alfo believes, that 
Chrift and his Saints have a peculiar regard to thofe Prayers 
which are made before their Images, as is evident from then- 
forms of confecrating Images to fuch an ufe. The Heathens 
did not put their truft in an Image of Wood and Stone, but 
in that God, who was represented by that Image, and was 
there prefent to help them. And thus, tho the Church of 
Rome docs not demand ary Favour of Images , nor put any Truft 
in them, yet lhe expects the Relief and Acceptance of Chrift 
and the Saints for that Worihip lhe pays to their Images j 
and I would delire any Man to fhow me the difference be¬ 
tween thefe two, efpecially when we confider how much 
greater Vcrtueis attributed to fome Images of-the Blefled 
Virgin in the Church of Rome , than there is to others as 
to the Image ot the Lady of Loretto , See. which can lignify 
nothing k fs, than that the Virgin, is more pleafed with, and 
will more graciouffy accept our Worihip before fuch an 
Image,than any other; or elfe me-thinks the Devotees of the 
Virgin fnoaid not go fo many Miles in Pilgrimage to the La¬ 
dy of Loretto , as they often do, if they believed the Images 
of the Virgin which they had at home to be of equal Power : 
which is as much milling in Images, and attributing a Divine 
Virtue to them,- as ever the Heathens were guilty of. For 
me-thinks thofe who fiddly adhere to the Letter of Scripture 
to prove that the Heathens believed their Images to be- 
Gods,- and did put their Truft in them, •becaufc-the Scrip¬ 
ture 


Plain! 13$.15, 

i-5, 17. 



lure exprefly fays fo, fhould con fid er alfo, that the Scrip¬ 
ture exprelly teils us., that the Idols of the Heathens are Silver 
and Geld , the Workj>f Mens hands \ they have Mouths, hut they 
(pea\ not ; Eyes have they , but they fee not •, they have Ears, 
but they hear not , neither u there any Breath in their Mouths * 

and therefore we have as much real on to conclude, that the 
Heathens did not put their Trull in the material Images, 
which they knew to be no better than ftupid fenfelefs matter, 


which could not of themfel es hear or help them, as to 
confefs, that in fome fenle they made Gods of them. For 


if the Heathens did not believe them to be dead fenfelefs 


Images, which could neither fpeak, nor fee, nor hear, but 
that they were really animated by invilible Spirits; they 
were not fuch dull and fottifh idolaters, as the Pfalmift re¬ 
prefen ts chem; 2nd if they did (as the Pfalmift takes 
it for granted they themfe.ves acknowledged ) than it is cer¬ 
tain they could not believe the material Images to be Gods, 
nor the Objects of their Hope and Trull, and therefore 
might ( as fome of their Philofophers in effect did ) as fafe- 
ly renounce believing any Divinity or Hertne in their Images, 
for which they ought to he reverenced , or demanding any Favour 
of them, or putting anyTrufi in them , as the Council of Trent 
does. So that their not believing any Divinity in their 
Images, does neither excufe them from the Breach of the 
fecond Commandment, nor fufficientiydiftinguifh the Church 
of Rome's worlhipping Images, from that WorTip which the 
Heathens gave them ; at lead the -Bifhop has faid nothing to 
anfwer or prevent thefc Objections againft Image-worfhip, 
which he pretends to be the dclign of his Expofition. 

2. As a fuller Explication of the Dodrine of the Church 
about Image-worlhip, Mon lien r de Meaux adds, that the 
Council of Trent ordains, That.all. the Honour which is given to 
t hem C Images ) Jhould he referred to the Saints themf elves, which 
are reprefented by them * Or, as the Council exprelles it, Tbs 
Honour we render to Images has fuch a reference to thofe they rc- 

prefent^ (ad Prototypa qua? ills reprefentant, to the Prototypes 

which they reprejent ) that by the means of thofe Images (per Ima¬ 
gines, by thofe Images') we kifs, and before which we kneel t we 
adore pi efts Chrifi , and honour the Saints, whofe Types they are . 

Quorum 
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Quorum i\\x Jlmilitudineni gerunt 3 Whsfe Ukcnefs they are-, 
or whom t hey reprefent. 

Hitherto we have no Expofition at all of the Doctrine of 
the Church about Image-Worlfcip, but only a bare relation 
what the Council fays, that Images mud be "w or Tipped only 
upon account cf their Reprefen ration 3 and that the Wor- 
fnip which is given to the Image, is referred to the Proto¬ 
type : This ail Roman-Catholicks agree in 3 but yet there is 
an endlefs Difpute among them, about the Nature and De¬ 
gree of this WorTip, and it will be neccflary to take a Tort 
view of it. 

They are all agreed, that at lead the external Ads of A- 
doraiion are to be paid to Images, fuch as Killing, Kneeling, 

Bowing, Prollration, Incenfe ; this Durandus, and Holm , 
and Pirns Mirandula allowed ; they all agreed, that the 
Worfhip which was given to Images, is upon account of 
Reprefentatiojj,or as Chriil and his Saints are reprefented by 
them, and worfhipped in that WorTip, which is given to 
their Images 3 but then there was a threefold difference be¬ 
tween them. 

t . That fome would not allow this WorTip in a proper 
fenfe to be given to the Images, but improperly and abufivdy 5 
becaufe at the prefence of the Image, which excites in us 
the remembrance of the Object, we worfhip the Objed re¬ 
prefented by it, Chriil or his Saints, as if they were adual- 
lyprefent •, this was the Opinion of Durandus, Holcot , and 
Ficus Mirandula, , who could hardly efcape the cenfure of 
Hereby for it*, and that which excufed them, as Hafjuez. Dif - 

lays, was, That they agreed with the Gatholick Church in 1. 

performing all external Ads of Adoration to Images, and 
that they differed only in manner of fpeaking from the 
reft. 

2. Thomas Aquinas, and his Followers, and feveral great 
Divines fince the Council of Trent, teach, That the fame 
WorTip is to be given to the Image, which is due to the 
Prototype*, and therefore as Chrift mull be worfhipped 
with Latvia, or a fupream WorTip, fo mull the Image of 
Chriil, becaufe the Image is worfhipped only on account of 

its Reprefentation, and therefore mull be worfhipped with 

the 
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the fame Worfliip with the thing reprefented : and the mo¬ 
tion of the Mind to an Image, as an linage, is the fame with 
the motion to the Thing reprefented. Which feems the 
molt reafonable Account *, for if I worfbip Chriit by his 
Image, i nuiB give that Worfhip to the Image which l in¬ 
tend for Chriit, becaufe in that cafe the Image is in Chrift’s 
place and head to me. 

3. The third Opinion is, That though we mull worfliip 
Images, yet we nmft not give the WorTip of Latvia to 
them, no net to the image of Chriit himfeif- bat an infe¬ 
rior degree of Worfliip. This feme Divines aiiertej on the 
Authority of the Council of Nice, which ex, refly deter¬ 
mined, that Lama is not to be given to images. But this is 
the molt abfurd Opinion of ail for if we muf worfliip 
Images only upon the account of their ReprefentatLn, we 
mult give that Worfliip to them, which is due to the thing 
reprefented by them , and if we give any other Worfliip 
to them, we mnfl worfliip them for their own fakes. And 
what is that Worfliip which is due to them as feparatecl 
from the Prototype? What Worfliip is due to carved and 
poliihed Brafs and Stone ? Whoever defires to fee theft three 
different Opinions, with the proper Rcalbns of them, ex¬ 
plained more at large, may confult Dr. SiiUingjlecth learned 
Defence of his Dilcourfe of Idolatry, Part 2. Chap. 1. pa?. 
575, &c. Now the Council of Trent only determines, that 
the Honour we give to Images, muft be referred to the Pro¬ 
totypes, that we muft adore Chriit and his Saints in that 
Worfliip which we give to their Images: which leans to 
countenance the fecond Opinion, That the Worlhip of La¬ 
tvia is to be given to the Image of Chrifc, became that L the 
Worfliip which we muft give to Ghrift : But then the Coun¬ 
cil refers to the fecond Council of Nice, which determines 
the quite contrary 5 and I dare not undertake to reconcile 
the Council with it felf, fince the Fathers of that Council 
would net plainly decide this Controverfy among their 
Divines. 

Let us then try, if we can difeover, what Monfieur de 
Meaux thinks of this Matter *, what Worfliip that is which 
he allows to be given to Images. 


Now* 
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Now, as far as 1 can guefs, he is of Dnrandns his Opinion* 
Thar all External Aits of Adoration are to be performed 
before the Image, but that the Image is not to be properly 
wor(hipped, but only Chriit in the prefence of his Image, 

as reprefenting his Perfon to us, and exciting in us the re¬ 
membrance of him. Thus he tells us. That while the Image 
of Chrifi crucified, being prefent before our Eyes, caufies fio pre- Fa g 
aoits a 'remembrance in cur Souls , m are moved to teliifiy by fame 
exieriour Jigns , how far our gratitude bears us ■, and by hum¬ 
bling our felves before the Image, we flow what is our fubmif- 
fion to our Saviour. So that he allows of humbling our felves 
before the Image , that is, of paying the External Ads of 
Worfliip before it. Well ! but is this to worfhip the I- 

mage ? For that he tells us, to fpeafi properly, and according to 
the Eccleftajlical Stile , ( I fuppofe he means a new Modern 
Stile, for the old Ecclefiaftical Stile did fomewhat differ) 
when we honour the Image of an Apofrle or Martyr, our Inten¬ 
tion is not fo much to honour the Image , as to honour the Apoftle 
or Martyr in the prefence of the Image : that is, this is not pro¬ 
perly, but improperly andabufively called the Worfhip or Ho¬ 
nour of the Image : but Ghrift, or his Saints, are properly 
worfhipped before, or in pretence of their Images, as re¬ 
prefenting them to us •, which was exactly the Opinion of 
Durandus. 

This certainly is the lead that can be made of the Wor- 
fliip of Images •, and yet as far removed as this Opinion 
feems to be from the Opinion of St. Thomas, who affirms, 
that the Worfliip of Latria is to be given to the Image of 
Ghrift •, I take them to be the very fame, though very diffe¬ 
rently expreifed. The right (bating of this,will mightily tend 
to clear this perplexed Controverfy •, and therefore I (hall 
do it with all the plainnefs I CSQ. 

i. Then I obferve, that to pay the external Acts of Ado¬ 
ration to, or before, or in prefence of a reprelentative Ob¬ 
ject as reprefenting, fignify the very fame thing •, it is all 
one kind of Worlhip, becaufe the formal Reafon is the fame 
in all; and that is, the Reprefentation. W hen I bow to 
the Image of Chriit, I bow to it as reprefenting Ghrift to 

me, who is the ultimate Object of my Worfliip; when I 

K bow 
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bow before, or in the prefence of the Image, 1 do the fame 
thing, tho I give it d new Name j, I bow before it, as repre- 
ienting Chrift to me, as if he himfeif were there perfonal- 
iy prefent in the Image. When 1 bow to the Image, Ido 
not bow to the Wood or Stone, but to Chrift as reprefen- 
ted in the Image : when I bow to Chrift before the image, 
i do the feme thing, ! bow to Clirift as represented in the 
Image which Ranch before me. For fu'ppofe Chrift were 
there prefent in Read of the Image, would it make any diffe¬ 
rence in my Worlhip, to fay, That I bow to Chrift, or be¬ 
fore him, or in his prefence, when they all fignify, that I 
direft myWorfhipto him as- personally prefent *, no more 
difference is there in bowing to,or before,or in the prefence 
of the Image, when I clired rny Wonhip to Chrilt as re- 
prefented by the Image. There may indeed be a great dif¬ 
ference between bowing to my Prince, and in the prefence 
of my Prince, when thefe Expressions lignify different Ob- 
jeds : for I may bow to another Man in the prefence of my 
Prince, and in that Ad I do not bow to my Prince •, but 
when to, and before, and in pre fence, do not diftinguifh the 
Ob jeds, the Ad is the fame : If the prefence of the Image 
were an accidental thing, and had no relation to that Wor- 
ihip which we pay to Chrift or the Saints, where fuch Ima¬ 
ges are prefent, there would be a great difference between 
bowing to, and in prefence of the Image f, but if thefe Ima¬ 
ges be on purpofe let up in Confeerated Places,and are them- 
ifelves confeerated for that ufe, to reprefent Chriil and the 
Saints to us y whether we fey we bow to them,'or before 
them, we do the fame thing, and with the fame intention, 
to worlh ip Chrift and his Saints as rep re fen ted by them. So 
that if we own, as the Bilhop does, that the Honour done 
before the Image, goes to the Prototype, to Chriil-, or the 
Saints repreferited by fuch Images, we need not difpute 
about the manner of exprefling it ^ he may take his own 
way of fpeaking, that he honours Chrift in the prefence of 
his Image, fo he honours Chrift as reprefented by the I- 
mage •, and therefore, in Scripture, to fall down before and 
to the Image, and to worlhip the Image, are all equivalent 
Expreffions. 


There 


There is indeed a vaft difference between bowing to, or 
before an Image, which ieprefents God, or Chrift, or feme 
Divine Being to us, as the Object of our Worfnip *, and 
bowing towards a Place, or worfhipping God towards a 
Place, as the Jews worlhipped towards the Temple, and in . 
the Temple towards the Mcrcy-Seat the one was abfblutely 
forbid by the Jewifh Law, the other allowed and practiftd 
by the devouteft Worihippers of God : which argues, that 
there is fome difference between them ; and it is not hard to 
fay, wherein the difference confifts, that one is a reprefen- 
tative Object, the other only a Circmnftance of Worfiiip, 

To bow to, or before an Image, is to worlhip the image, 
or God or Chrift by the Image, which makes the Image as 
reprefenting the Prototype, the Objedt of our Worlhip ; * 

but which way foever we look or bow, towards the^ Eaft, 
or towards the Weft, God alone is the immediat Objeft of 
our Worlhip, the Place only the Circumftance of Worlhip 
whenever we bow to God, we muft bow towards fome 
Place or other : but the Place does not reprefent God to us 
-as an image does, and therefore is no'Objeft of Worlhip : 
which fkows what little rcafon the Pioteftor had to compare 

bowing to the Altar, and kneeling to the Sacrament , as he calls 

it, with bowing to an Image. There is no Man of the . 
Church of England, that 1 know of, who bows to the Al¬ 
tar \ I am fare the Church no where teaches any fuch Pra¬ 
ctice. She only recommends to her Children bowing of the 
Body to God, when they come in and go out off his Houfe 
and though the Communion Table, or Altar, is generally fo 
feituated at the Eaft end of the Church, as to be oppoiite to 
the entrance of if, for which reafon fome have called it, s %^ r : f f 
bowing towards the Altar , yet our Church teaches us to v'J' 

have no regard at all to it. ' And Arch-Bilhop Laud, in his p # & c 
Speech in the Star-Chamber, declares, That// there were no jft frvtr.il 
Table {landing, he would ir orjhip God when he came into bn Confirmees i 

a . « • .'/>» a r-* _ y-w .ft 7? 
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i like to m ke no breach for him to follow at with .his 
Nor does any Man kneel to the Sacrament, but only 


h 


receive 
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receive the Sacrament kneeling y and if he cannot diftin- 
guifh between an Adi of Worfiiipto the Sacrament, and a 
devout Pofture of receiving it y yet the meaneit Son of the 
Church of England can. Why does he not as well fay, that 
when we kneel at Prayers, we worfhip the Common-Prayer 
Book which lies before us, and out of which we read, as 
that we worfhip the Bread, when we receive and eat it with 
devout Paffions upon our Knees. 

But to return to the Expofition. 

2. lobferve, that there is a great difference between a 
memorative Sign, and the Reprefentation of an Image: 
both of them indeed excite in us the remembrance of fome- 
thing, bat in fuch different manners, a; quite alter the na¬ 
ture of them. It is neceffary to take notice of this, becaufe 
I find Monfieur de Meaux, and after him the Reprefenter, 
very much to equivocate in this Matter : it is a very inno¬ 
cent thing to worfhip God or Chrifr, when any natural or 
inftituted Sign brings them to our minds, even in the pre¬ 
fence of fuch a Sign : As if a Man upon viewing the Hea- 
vens, and the Earth, and the Creatures that are in it, fhould 
raile his Soul to God, and adore the great Creator of th 3 
World y or upon the accidental fight of a natural CroV 
mould cal] to mind the Love of his Lord, who died for him’ 
and bow his Soul to him in the moll fubmillive Adorations • 
becaufe, I fay, this is very innocent, the Bifhop would per- 
fwade his Readers, that this is the only life they make of 
Images, to excite in m the remembrance of thofe they reprefent • 
and mightily wonders at the little jufttce of thofe , who treat 
with the term of Idolatry , that religious Sentiment , which moves 
them to uncover their tie ads, or bow them before the Image of the 
£rofs, in remembrance of him who was crucified for the Love of 

And that it is fuflicient to diftinguifh them from the 
Heathen Idolaters, That they declare, that they will not make 
uje of Images, but to raife the mind towards Heaven,to the end 
that they may there honour Jefus Chrifi or ha Saints, and in the 

barns Codhtmf\lf who is the Author of all Sanility and Grace. 

.> rf W r lt I * cei tain ’ an Itnage will call to our remembrance 
£ne Perlon it reprefents, as the prefence of the Perfon him- 

WilJ illake us remember him y but this vaftly differs from 
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a nicer memorative Sign. For the ufe of Images in the 
Church of Rome , is not primarily for Remembrance, but for 
Worfhip, as the Council of Trent exprefly teaches. That 
the Images of Chrifi, and the Virgin the Mother of God, and 
other Saints, are efvecially to be had and kept in Churches, and due 

Honour and Veneration to be given to them - becaufe the Honour 

given to them, is referred to the Prototypes, which they reprefent ; 
fo that by the Images, winch we kifs, and before which we uncover 
cur Pleads, and prefirate our fclves, we adore Chrifi, and vene¬ 
rate the Saints, whofe likenefs they bear. Thefe are the words 

of the Council, and it would be a very odd Comment upon 
fuch a Text to fay, that Images ferve only for Remem¬ 


brance. 

A meer Sign, which only calls Chrifi to our Minds, can de* 
ferve no Honour or Worfhip y bat a reprefenting Sign,which 
purs us in mind of Chrifi by reprefenting his Perfon tons, 
as if he were prefent, whether it raifes our hearts to him 
in Heaven or not, yet according to the Council of Trent, it 
mu ft diredt our Worfhip to him, as reprefer ted in his Image. 
When Men go to Church to worfhip Chrifi, or the Virgin 
Mary, before their Images, it may be prefumed they think 
of them before they fee their Images, and therefore do not 
go to be put in remembrance of them by their Images, but 
to worfhip them before the Images, in that Worfhip which 
they give to the Images. And therefore when the Bifhop 
fpeaks fo often of the Virtue of Images, to excite in us the 
remembrance of the Perfons they reprefent, to reconcile him 
with himfclf, and with the Council of Trent, which he pre¬ 
tends to own, we mull not underftar.d him as if Images were 
of no ufe but to be helps to memory, and are honoured for 
no other reafon, ( which is no reafon at all) as the unwary 
Reader will be apt to miftake him y but that thefe vifible 
Images repre fent to us the invifible Obje&s of our Worfhip, 
and "give us fuch a fenfe of their Power and Prefence,as makes 
us fall down and worfhip them before thofe Reprefentations, 
which we honour for their fakes; that is, tho they ferve for 
remembrance, yet not as mcer memorative Signs, but as me¬ 
morative or reprefentative Objects of Worfhip. 
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^ cbfcrve, that it is the very fame thing whether ws 
lay, that we worfhip Chrift as reprefented by the Image, or 
worfhip the Image ?s reprefenting Chrift, for they both Sig¬ 
nify that Chrift is worlhipped in and by his Image, that the 
Honour and Worfhip is given to the Image, and referred to 
the Prototype. If Chrift be worlhipped as reprefented by 
the Image, then the Worfhip which is intended for Chrift is 
given to the Image in his Name, and aS his Representative y 
if the Image be worlhipped as reprefenting Chrift, then the 
Worfhip which is given to the Image, is not for it felf, but 
for Chrift, whom it reprefents y which differ juft as much as 
a Viceroy’s being honoured for the King, or the King’s being 
honoured in his Viceroy. Aid therefore I wonder,"that 

ny Man of Underftanding and Judgment, as Moiifieur de 

Meaux certainly is, ftould think there is any great matte' in 
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Intention is not fo much to honour the Image, as to honour the Apo- 
ftle or Martyr in the prefence of the Image ; that is, in and by 

the Image, as I have Ihowed that Phrafe fignifies, when it 
is referred to a Reprefentative Objeft: for it is the very 
fame thing to fay, we honour the Image as reprefenting the 
Martyr, or we honour the Martyr as reprefented by the 
Image. 


Having premifed thefe things, let us now compare the 

Opinion of Mcnfieur de Meaux, with the Opinion of St. Tho- 

rnas Aquinas about the Worfhip of Images y and tho the firft 

is thought by feme Men to fay a great deal too little, and the 

other a great deal too much •, yet it will appear, that their 

Of inions in this matter are the very fame. 

-* %/ 

They both agree, That Chrift and his Saints are repre¬ 
fented by their Images they both agree, that Chrift and 
his Saints are worlhipped in their Images, as reprefented by 
them •, they both agree, that no other Worlhip is to be paid 
ro, or before, or in prefence of die Image, but only that 
Worfhip which is due to the Prototype^ to Chrift or his Saints 
reprefented byfuch Images: Her me Thomas allerts, that the 
Image is to be worlhipped with that Worfhip which is due 
to the Prototype the Image of Chrift with Latvia, becaufe 
that is due to Chrift; and the Images of the Saints with 

Dali a 


Ltuia, becaufe that degree of Worlhip is proper to them ; 

and the Bii'hop teaches, That when they honour the Image of an 
A'Joftie or Martyr, their Intention is mt fo. much to honour the 
Image, as to honour the Apofile or Martyr in prefence of the linage : 

that is, they perform no other Act of Worlhip in the pre¬ 
fence of the Images, but that which is proper to the Apoltle 
and Martyr ■, and therefore they both agree, that there is 
but one motion of the Mind to the Image, and to the Proto¬ 
type reprefented by it y that i : , as the Bifhop lpeales, they 
have but one Intention, and that is to honour the Apoftleor 
Martyr in the prefence of the Image : and yet after all, they 
feem vaftly to differ *, for Thom-a fays,that they give the Wor¬ 
lhip of the Prototype to its Image , that is, that they wor¬ 
lhip the Image of Chrift with Latvia , which is the Worlhip 
due to Chrift •, but the Bifhop will not own, that they pro¬ 
perly give any Worfhip at all to Images, but only worlhip 
Chrift- or the Saints in the prefence of the Images Chrift 
indeed with Latvia, and the Saints with Dulia, but their 
Images properly with neither: and yet this difference is 
only in words, as Fafquez. confefles concerning Durandus and 
Holcot, whom Mr. de Meaux follows, that they agreed with the 
Catholic f Church, in performing all external AVts of Adoration 
to Images , and that they differed only in manner of fpeaking from 
the reft. 

4# 

For, as I have already Ihevv’d, to worfhip the Image, or 
before, and in the prefence of the Image, when it fignifies 
a Reprefentative Object is the fame thing and there is n© 


difference between worfhip ping the Image as reprefenting 
Chrift, and worlbipping Chrift as reprefented by the Image y 
and yet this is all the difference between Mr. de Meaux and 


Worfhip we give to his 


Thomas Aquinas: Tho I think Thomas fpeaks moll properly y 
for if Chrift be worlhipped in his Image, we mu ft give the 
Worlhip to the Image, which we intended for Chrift, be¬ 
caufe Chrift is worlhipped in that Worfhip we give to his 
Image and therefore he cannot be worlhipped by his Image, 
if his Image be not worlhipped of which more prefently- 
Durandus indeed, whole Opinion Mr. de Meaux fe-ems fo 
follow, did in words oppofie the Doctrine of Thomas , that 
the Worlhip of the Prototype ought not. to be given to an 


e given to an 
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Image, becaufe tbs Image and the Prototype mere two diftinZh 
things * and therefore what belonged to the Exemplar could not be 
attributed to an Image , however considered as an Image \ and fo 
the IVorjhip due to the Exemplar could not be given to the Image ' 

but yet be plainly grants all that Thomas intended by it * ‘that 

the Image may be faid to be worflapped with the fame Worflip 
with the thing reprefented * becaufe at the prefence of the Image , 
we worjhip the Object reprefented by it , as if he were actually 
prefent. 

But I have a better reafon than this to believe that they 
were both of a Mind, tho they exprefled themfelves very 
differently* and that is, becaufe their Arguments, whereby 
they confirm their feveral Opinions are the fame, and then 
it is not likely that their Opinions Ihould much differ. 

Durand, in Durandus proves, That the Images are not to be worjhipped y 
Sent. 3. Dirt.p. but only improperly and abufively * becaufe at their prefence we 
T 2< call to mind thofe ObjeBs reprefented by them , which are w or flip¬ 

ped before the Images, as if they were prefent , by fuch Argu¬ 
ments as thefe : that Worlhip properly belongs only to that 
Being in whom the caufe of Worfhip is, and that only to his 
Perfou, upon account of his adorable Perfedions, which are 
the caufe of that Worlhip* and therefore Latria,or Supream 
Worlhip can be due only to God, upon account of his Deity. 
But that which is no Subjed capable of Holinefs arid Vertue, 
cannot in it felf be the term of Adoration* and therefore 
proper Worlhip can never be due to the Image of Chrift, or 
to his Crofs * for tho Chrifc be reprefented by his Image, 
there is a real difference in the thing, and in the conception 
between the Image and the thing reprefented * and therefore, 
properly fpeaking, the fame Worlhip is never due to the 
Image, that is to the Objcd reprefented by it. 

7 homos Aquinas on the other i;de proves, that the Image 
mud be worlhipped with that Worlhip which is due to the 

Prototype, or the thing reprefented by it, by much the fame 
Arguments. 

1. That no irrational Creature is capable of IVorjhip , but with 
a refpett to a rational Beings which anfwers to Durandus his 

reafon, that Worlhip properly belongs only to that Being, in 
whom the caufe of Worlhip is * and that which is no Subjed 

capable 
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capable of'Holinefs and Vertue ( as no inanimate, or irrati¬ 
onal Creature is, and therefore no Image ) cannot in it fed 
be the term of Adoration. From which it appears that 
they mult agree, that no proper Worlhip can be given to 

Images. 2. Becaufe Images are to be werjbipped upon account 
of their Reprefentation * therefore they arc to be worflipped with 
the fame IVorjhip of the thing reprefented. 3. Becaufe the mo¬ 
tion of the Mind towards an image , as an Image ,, is the fame with 
the motion towards the thing reprefented. So that Thomas plain¬ 
ly allows, that the Image is not to be worlhipped at all up¬ 
on its own account,but only as it reprefents * and to worlhip 
the Image as it reprefents, is the very fame ad with wor- 
Ihipping the Objed as reprefented by the Image * becaufe 
the motion of the Mind towards an Image, as.an Image, that 
is, as it reprefents, is the fame with the motion towaids the 
thing reprefented : That to worfhip an Image as repielen- 
ting Chrift, is the fame thing with worfliipping Chrift as 
reprefented by the Image* and therefore the fame Wor¬ 
fhip which is due to Chriit, mult be given to his Image, as 
reprefenting him * or to him as reprefented by the Image. So 
that according to Thomas his reafoning, there is 110 diheience 
between his giving the Worfhip of Chriit to his Image, as 
reprefenting him, and Durandus his worshipping Cluift be¬ 
fore his Image, as reprefented by it, as if he were adually 
prefent. Thomas could not have quarrelled with Durandus , 
becaufe he owns it is the fame thing, tho Durandus quarrels 


with Thomas. . 

And therefore Vafjuez., who leems to underltand the vafquez Oiig 

Dodrine of Thomas as well as any Man, acknowledges that 106. c. m 

Durandus and Elolcot differed only in manner of fpeaking from 

the reft * and freely declares his own Opinion to be, that 

an Image cannot he lawfully worflipped any other way than as in { t ] cm D if[>, 

and by that the Exemplar is made the term and next material On- icS. c. 

ject of Adoration : and he gives this Reafon for it, becaufe.no 

inanimate 1 hing is of it felf capable of IVorjhip * ■ but an Image con- 

fidered M an Image , but without the Exemplar, is an inanimate • 

thin?. This is the Dodrine of Thomas according to Vafquez^ 

which allows no more Worlhip to an Image, considered 111 

it felf, then Durandus does, and yet he fays, that it may be 
1 delivered 
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.Dtjf. 109. c. i. delivered abfolately, that Images are to he w or flipped with Latria^ 

if by that he meant the fame Worflip, which is given to the Ex- 
Bellarm. de tmplar: And therefore Bellarmine tells us. That to give the 
Cultu Imag. Lt. Worfhip of Latvia to the Image of Thrift, as reprefenting Chrift 5 

is to worflip the Image hut improperly , and per accident • and 
this reconciles Thomas and Darandns, who grants that the 
Image may be faid to be worfhipped improperly and abu- 
ilvely, as in prefence of the Image, the ObjeflLis worfhipped 
represented by it, as if it were aduaily prefent. 

As for Darandns his Argument againft Thomas his Dodrine,.. 
that the Worfbip of the Prototype is to be given to the 
Image, That there is a real difference in the thing, and in the con¬ 
ception between the Image and the thing reprefented } and there* 
5 * fore, properly fpeaking, the fame Worflip is never due to the 
Image, that is to the Objdl reprefented by it. I think, if any 
Worfbip of Images were juftifiable, this Argument were ea- 
ly anfwered. For tho there be a great difference indeed in? 
the nature of things, between the Image and the Objed, be¬ 
tween Chrift fuppofe, and his Image which reprefents him-, 
yet in this cafe there is none in the Conception } for an Image 
when it receives our Worfbip in the place and ftead of the 
Prototype, does not reprefent according to the ufual nature 
of an Image by its likenefs and fimilitude } for fo both in 
the thing and in the conception the Image differs from the 
Objed it reprefents y but it reprefents as a Proxy and Sub- 
flitute, who in the eye of tbeLaw^ is the fame Perfon with 
him, whom he reprefents. Thus Thomas muff underftand 
the Reprefentation of an Image, when lie fays, that it is 
the fame motion of the Mind, to the Image, and the exem¬ 
plar reprefented by itthat is, that the Image is fuppoled 
to fupply the place of Chrift, and reprefent him prefent to 
us , and therefore we worfhip the Image as ChrifFs Repre- 
fentative with that Worfbip we would give to him were he.. 
aduaily prefent; this is not indeed the natural ufe of Ima¬ 
ges, nor is it natural to worfhip them, but this is the true 
Gdreg, tie. Va- Interpretation of Thomas his Dodrine; and therefore Grego - 
• cni ' dt Mold* Ytiis de V'alentia exprefly tells us, that the Image is worjhipped in 

Cabt ? in Ao Thrift 1 * ftead: And Cardinal Tajetan fays. That Thrift him- 
q.i$.art f $. f € tf is the r-eafon of the Worflip of the Image } and his being in 
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the Image is the condition by which the reafon of the Worfhip doth 
excite Men to worjhip and terminate it: that is, Chrift is in his 
Image, as a King is in his Viceroy, or any Man in his legal 
Proxy : This is what Suarez, meantby the ejfe reale, and ejfe re- Suarez 
prefentativum of the Prototype ; that tho the Image does not StS. 4. f 
contain Chrift in the firft fenfe in his own proper Perfon,yet 
itdoes in the fecond fenfe as his legal Proxy,and Representa¬ 
tive. And this Darandns himfelf muft acknowledg, if there 
be any fenfe in his words, 1 hat at the prefence of the Image ^ 
we worflip the Objett reprefented by it, as if he were alia ally 
prefent. For why fhould he in the prefence of the Image, 
worfhip Chrift reprefented by it, as if he were adaliy pre¬ 
fent, unlefs he account the Image the Subftkute and Repre¬ 
fentative of Chrift, as if he were aduaily prefent} and 
this, 1 think, reconciles that appearance of difference be¬ 
tween Thomas and Darandns, occalioned by a Mifapprehen- 
fion of Thomas his Dodrine. Darandns owns the Worfhip 
of Chrift in the prefence of the Image, as he is reprefented 
in the Image, as if he were aduaily prefent, which is 
Mr. de Me a tt x his Opinion alfo in this matter; but he will 
not allow this, but only in an improper and abufive fenfe, to 
be the Worfhip of the Image, becaufe the Image is not 
Chrift, but both in the thing and in the conception is diftin- 
guifhed from him and therefore to worfhip the Image of 
Chrift, would be to worfhip Wood or Stone, with the Wor¬ 
fhip of Chrift: Whereas Thomas confiders the Image not as 
to its external matter or form, upon which account he de¬ 
nies any Worfhip to be given to it, but as the Proxy and 
Reprefentative of Chrift; and thus it is Chrift reprefented 
in the Image, and not the material Image, which is wor¬ 
fhipped which is the very fame with Darandns his way 
of worfhipping Chrift as reprefented in the Image, in 
the prefence of the material Image; that is, he worihips 
before the material Image, but worfhips only the Perfon of 
Chrift, as reprefented by the linage. 

But this will be better underftood by confidering the na¬ 
ture and capadty of a legal Proxy or Reprefentative. Sup- 
pofe A were to all intents and purpofes a legal Proxy for 
B, to do, and to receive whatever B might do and receive 

L 2, In. 
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in his own-Per foil •, in this cafe A is not confidered as Ay in 
his own perfonai Capacity* but A is ft, as his Proxy and 
Reprefentative. Suppofe now that C owes a Sum of Mony, 
or a certain Homage to B, and pays it to A as i/’s Proxy, • 
that is, not as he is A , but B. When C worlhips A as re- 
prefenting the Perfon of B, he is properly fa id not to-wor- 
11 ;ip A-y but B y bccaufe he worlhips A not as ^ 4 ,but as A is ft, 
in his Reprefentative Capacity. Now if you will fuppofe 
A to be the Image, and B to be Chrilt, this explains in what 
fenfe Thomas worlhips the Image for Chrilt, not as the Image 
is Wood or Stone, but as it is the Reprefentative of Chrilt’s 
Perfon. Now fuppofe D fnould fcruple paying the Wor- 
fhip of P> to Ay becaufe A is a diftindt Perfon from By and 
has no right to the fame Worlhip and therefore iliould on¬ 
ly worlhip B in the prefence of Ay as reprefenting him; 
would not all the World fee, that D and C meant and did 
the fame thing, worlhipped A as the Reprefentative of ft, 
tho D is plcafed to phrafe it otherwife, and more improper¬ 
ly than C does ;■ for the perfonai Capacity of A is not con- 
iidered at all, when it is worlhipped for ft, but only his 
Reprefentative Capacity; and this is the only difference be¬ 
tween Thomas and Durandns. Thomas worlhips the Image 
In Chrilt’s place and Read, as reprefenting Cdrift, without 
conlidering its natural Capacity as an Image of Wood or 
Stone y as C worfhips A as £’s Proxy, without conlidering 
A\ perfonai Capacity : but Durandns worlhips Chrilt as re- 
prefented by the Image ( which is the fame with the Image 
reprefenting Chrilt) in the prefence.of the Image, confi- 
dered in its natural Capacity ; as D worlhips B as repre- 
fented by Ay in the prefence of Ay confidered in his perfo¬ 
nai Capacity; that is, he worlhips reprefentative A "in the 
prefence of perfonai Ay which is the fame thing that C 
does, but is a more uncouth and abfurd way of fpeaking. 

Thus to proceed, When C worlhips A as ft’s Proxy, in 
Ins name and Read, dees lie worlhip A or ft ? he worfhips 
A indeed, but confidered as ftand'therefore the Worlhip 
given to A in the name of ft’, is not the Worlhip of Ay but 
oi_ By And will any Man fay that A. and B are two Objects 
of Worlhip ? when in this fenfe, A is ft, and is confidered 

only 
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Only as ft, that is, as ft’s Proxy y and therefore A consi¬ 
dered as jly in his own perfonai Capacity, is not wor/hip- 
ped at all, neither abfolutely nor relatively, per fry nor per 


ai dij, liciduiuiuLciy nui iciuuvciy, per je , nor per 
accidcns * 7 but if A be worlhipped only as B, to fay, that A 
is w or flipped relatively, or per nccickns , is to fay that 
who is worfliipped in A 1 is worlhipped both abfolutely and 
relatively., properly and improperly, per fe and per accidens 
wiiich are fbnn of the Objections which Catharimts and 
others ufe againft Thomas. 

Much at the fame rate others compare Thomas his Do¬ 
ctrine of worfliipping the Image with the Worlhip of the 
Prototype, as reprefented by it, with worfliipping a Sign, 
and the Thing lignilied ^ or worfliipping the King and his 
Robes, which are very remote from the Buflnefs, and per¬ 
plex and confound a Dodtrine, which is very eafy to be un- 
derftcod, and eafily refeued from thofe Scholaftick Abfur- 
dities which are charged on it, if that were its only fault. 
For the true Rcprefentation of it, is by conlidering the Nal¬ 
lure of a Proxy, and legal Reprefentative^. which acts in 
another's name and Head. 

Having thus confidered what is the Notion of Image- 
Worfliip, according to lloomas^nd Durandns, and Monfieur 
de Meaux, that it is a worfliipping the Image in the name 
and Head of the Prototype, as its proxy and Reprefenta¬ 
tive, worfliipping the Image as reprefenting Chrilt,, as Tho¬ 
mas fpeaks, or worfliipping Chrilt before his Image as re- 
prefented by it, as Durandns and M. de Meaitx fpeak. We 
have now feme Foundation to build on j and 1 think they 
have no reafon to complain that I have Hated it in this man¬ 
ner, which grants them all they can defire or ask for, viz. 
That they do not worlhip Images, as an Image fignifies a 
Figure of Wood or Stone ^ but they worlhip the Image as 
reprefenting Chrifl: or if they like that better, Chrilt as 

rep refer ted in his Image ^ That when they honour the Image of 
an Alpoflie or Martyr., they do not jo much intend to honour the 

_ * m SI t *_ _ . _ A « _ 


to this, l /Tall do theft three Chines. 
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x. Show you, that this is the only intelligible Notion of 
worlhipping God, or Chrift, or the Saints, by Images j 
that Images are a kind of legal Proxies and Reprefentatives, 
to receive our Worlliip in the name and Head of Chrift, or 
the Saints. 

2. That this is the Scripture Notion of Image-Worfiiip • 
and that in this fenfe it is the Scripture condemns the vvor- 
fiiip of Images, as pra&ifed by the Heathens. 

3. I_fhali ihow, wherein the Evil of worlhipping Images 

according to this Notion confifts. ° 

x. That this is the only intelligible Notion of worlhip¬ 
ping God, or Chrilt, or the Saints, by Images y that Images 
are a kind of legal Proxies and Reprefentatives to receive 
our Worfhip in the name and Head of the Prototype, or the 
Being reprefented by them. 

. The Reafon of worlhipping Images, is to do Honour to 

fome Divine Being reprefented by thefe Images: for the 

true occafion of Image-Worfliip, is thatfondnefs Men have 

for a vifibie Objed of Worlhip y and becaufe they cannot 

fee the Gods they worlhip, therefore they fet up Images, as 

vifibie and representative Deities, to receive their Worlhip 

in the name and dead of their Gods. Now if we grant, 

that Men intend to worlhip their Gods, in that Worlhip 

they pay to, or before their Images, we muft grant that 

thefe Images are inftead of vifibie Gods to them, or flip- 

ply the place of their Gods, and receive Worlhip in their 
Names. 

For to worlhip God, or any Divine Being, by an Ima^e 
can fignify neither more nor lefs, than to worlliip God, °or 
Chrilt, or the Saints, in that Worfiiip which we give’ to 
their Images: for God cannot be worlhipped in an Image 
any otherwife, than as the Worlhip which is given to the 
Image is his Worlhip, and given in his Name: for B can 
be worlhipped.in A, only as A is B ’s Reprefentative, and 
is worlhipped in his name and dead. To worlhip any Be- 
ln g,^i 5 to worfhip his Perion ■, and therefore we mud either 

worlhip him in his own natural Perfon, or in his Reprefen¬ 
tative, who is his legal Perfon. 
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As to Slew you this particularly. 

If any Men were ever lb fottifh as to believe their Images 
themfelves, that is, the viiible Figures of Wood, or Stone, 
or Brafs, to be Gods, and to worfhip them as Gods, fuch 
Men cannot be faid to worfhip God by an Image, but to 
worfiiip an Image-God *, for the Image it felf is their God, 
and the Worfhip terminates on the Image as God. They 
may be faid to worfhip falfeGods, Gods, in a flrid and 
proper fenfe, of Wood and Stone*, but to worfiiip God 
by an Image, and to worfiiip the. Image it felf for a Gcd, 
are very diftind things : and if the Scripture forbids the 
Worfhip of God by an Image, it will not juftify Image- 
Worfhip, to fay, that fome Heathens were fuch Sots, as to 
believe their Images themfelves to be Gods j for Men who 
are not fuch Sots, may Worlhip their Gods by Images, as 
all thofe Heathens did, who acknowledged their Images to 
be only Symbols and Reprefentations of their Gods, and 
therefore not to be Gods themfelves j for the fame thing 
cannot be a Symbol and Reprefentation of it felf; which is 
as good fenfe as to fay, that a Sign, and the thing fignified 
byic, is the fame. 

To give a proper, though inferiour degree of worfiiip to 
Images themfelves, is not to worfhip God or Chrilt by his 
Image r becaufe in this cafe, the Worfhip they give to the 
Image of Chrift, is not fuch a Worfhip as is proper for 
Chrift, and is terminated not on Chrift, but on his Image. 
No Worlhip is proper to be given to Chrilt, but the Wor¬ 
lhip of Latvia, or fupream and foveraign Worfhip: but the 
Roman Do dors, who embrace this Opinion, deny with the 
fecond Council of Nice, that Latria may be given to Ima¬ 
ges, and in general rejed the Dodrine of Thotnat, that the 
Image is to be worlhipped with the Worlhip due to the Pro¬ 
totype : And how then can Chrift be worlhipped in his I- 
mage, if no Worfiiip is given to the Image, which is fit for 
Chrift to receive ? when the Image has no Worfhip given it, 
but fuch as is proper to its felf, confidered as Chrilt’s Image, 
will they call this the Worfiiip of Chrift ? efpeciaiiy lince 
this Worfiiip which is given to the Image, is terminated on 
the Image as its own proper and peculiar Worfiiip, as Ca¬ 
tharine 
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tharintu and Bettarminc, and ail of this way acknowlcdg, 
who. rejeft Thomas his Doflrinc of worfhipping the Image, 
with the worfhip of the Prototype represented by it, be- 
caufe this is not properly the Worihip of the linage, but of 
the Prototype and therefore that the Image may be fure 
to be worfhipped, they give it an inferior degree of Wor¬ 
fhip, which terminates on it felf. Now how Chrift fhou Id 
be worfhipped in that Worfhip which terminates on his 
Image ^ that is, how that Worfhip which ends in the Image, 
and goes no farther, fliould pafs through the Image, and end 
in Chrift, as it muft do, if Chrift be worfhipped in the 

Image, is paft my understanding, as ail Contradictions 
are. 


But they refer the Worfhip of the Image to the Pro¬ 
totype. But it is worth enquiring how they do it Do 
they intend the Worihip they give to the Image for Chrift ? 
that is, Do they intend to worfhip Chrift in that Worfhip 
they give to his Image ? No: they can’t do that, becaufe 
they give only an inferior degree of Worfhip to the Image, 
which is not worthy of Chrift ^ not a Worfliip proper for 
him, but only for his Image : but they worfhip the Image 
for the fake of Chrift •, and this they take to be an Honour 
to Chrift to worfhip his Image : but this is not to worfhip 
Chrift in or by his Image ; for in this way Chrilt is not wor¬ 
fhipped in that Worfhip we give to his Image, but it is to 
worfhip the Image for Chrift’s fake, which is, by interpre¬ 
tation, an Honour to Chriftas any rcfpeCt we fhow to the 
Image of the King, argues our Efteem and Honour for our 
King, whole Image it is: but thefe two differ as much as to 
honour Chrift in our Actions, and to worfhip him, as to do 
idmething which is, by interpretation, an Honour to Chrift, 
and to make our immediate Addrefes, to offer up our Pray- 
u and Thankfg Dings to him. Every thing we-do for the 
Honour of Chrift, is not prefently an Ad of Worfhip; 
and therefore though we fhou Id grant,that we honour Chrift 
rn the Worfliip of his Image, it does not follow,that there- 
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by his Image, but only worfhip the Image for Chrift’s fake. 
Which is a plain Argument to me, that though this Way 
has very great and learned Advocates, yet it cannot be the 
meaning of the Council of Trent, becaufe it is not recon- 
cileable with the Pradice of the Church of Rome which 
prays every day to Chrift, and the bleffed Virgin, to Saints 
and Martyrs, before their Images, in fucli terms as are pro¬ 
per only to be ufed to themfelves •, which befides the other 
Faults of it, is horrid Non-fenfe, if they do not intend to 
worfhip Chrift and the Saints in their Images. 

Much lefs do thofe worfhip the Prototypes in their Ima¬ 
ges, who only life Images as helps to Memory, and to ex¬ 
cite devout Affedions in them, that at the fight of the Image 
they may offer up more fervent Prayers to God or Chrift : 
for though this pradice may and has a great many Other- 
Faults in it, yet this is neither in the intention of the Wor- 
fhipper, to worfhip the Image, nor the Exemplar by the 
Image. Mom'ieur de Meaux , by fome Exprellions he ufes, 
would petffwade his Readers, that this is all the Church of 
Rome intends in the ufe of Images •, and yet he owns the 
Doctrine of the Council of Trent , That the Honour of the 
Image is referred to the Prototype, becaufe by the Images which 
tve kif>, and before which we uncover our Heads, and profir ate 
our felpes, ■ upe adore C hr ill, and voorfiip the Saints, whofe Like* 
nefs they hear. Which plainly iignifie-, that we worfhip Chrift 
and the ,Saints in the worfhip of their Images \ and there¬ 
fore though Images may be helps to Memory alfo, yet they 
malt be- honoured and worfhipped, that Chrift and his Saints 
may be worfhipped in them, and by them which is a very 
different thing from being bare Signs to help our Memorie , 
and quicken our Devotions. There is no need of Confe- 
cration for this End ; and the Church takes no notice of this 
ufe of them in her Forms of Confecration. Thefe are all 
.the Pretences I have met with for the ufe of Images in Reli- 
-giqus Worihip : and it is evident from what I have faid, 
theft there is no other fenfe, wherein God or Chrift can be 
faid to be worfhipped by an Image, but only as the Image 
receives the Worfhip due to Chrift in his Name and Stead,as 
if it were his legal Proxy and Reprefentative : which, as i 

M have 
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have fhcwed, is the true Interpretation, both of the Do¬ 
ctrine of Durandus, and Monfieur de Meanx , and 7 homos in 

this Matter. 

2 dly. I am now to fhow,that it is in this Notion the Scrip¬ 
ture forbids the worfhip of Images, as the Reprefentatives 
of God, or any Divine Being, to receive our Worfhip in 
God’s Name and Stead. It is true indeed, the id Command¬ 
ment, which forbids the worfhip of Images,takes no notice of 
the Diftinftions of the Schools, in what Notion an Image is 
worlhipped, or what kind and degree of Worfhip is given to 
it*, but the words are fo large and general, as to exclude 
all life of Images in Rel : gious Worfhip. The Worfhip 
which is exprefly forbidden in the Commandment to be gi¬ 
ven to Images, is only the External Ads of Worfhip, fuch 
as to bow down to them *, which is the very leafl that can 
be done, if Men make any ufe of Images in Religious Wor¬ 
fhip : The Images which are forbidden to be worfhipped, 
are all forts of Images whatever } The Ukenefs of any Thing 
which is in Heaven above , or in the Earth beneath , or in the Wa¬ 
ter under the Earth. And how extravagant fbev r er Mens 
Fancies are, they cannot well form any Image, but muff be 
like to feme of thefe things, either in whole or in part. 
But the Commandment takes no notice of Mens different 
Opinions about Images, whether they look upon them as 
Gods, or Reprefentatives of God, or helps to Memory and 
Devotion : for fince the defign of the Commandment is to 
forbid the ufe of Images in Religious Worfhip, it was dan¬ 
gerous to leave any room for Diffindions; which is to make 
every Man judg, what is an Innocent, and what is a finful 
ufe of Images which would utterly evacuate the Law : for 
Men of Wit can find out fome Apology or other for the 
grofleft Superflitions. 

As for inftance *, 

I find a notable Criticifm in the Advertifement to Mon¬ 
fieur de Meatix his Expofition, ( p. 14.J That the Images for¬ 
bidden in the fecond Commandment , are thofe which are forbid¬ 
den to be made, as well as to be worfluffed. The Confequence 
of which is, That the Worfhip of fuch Images as may be 
lawfully made, is not forbidden in this Law \ and then in¬ 
deed 
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died there is room enough for the Worfhip of Images: un- 
lefs he will fay. That it is unlawful to make the Images of 
any thing in Heaven or Earth, or under the Earth *, but 
then they can have no Images to worfhip. Tertnllian indeed, 
and fome others, condemned the very Arts of Painting and 
Carving Images, as forbid in the fecond Commandment: 
and it is certainly unlawful to make any Image in order to 
worfhip it. But I defire to know of this Author, whether 
it be lawful to make an Image or Picture of the Sun, and 
Moon, and Planets \ of Birds and Bealls, of Men and Wo¬ 
men, which are the Likencfs of Things in Heaven, and 
Things on Earth ? If it be, then the making of thofe Ima¬ 
ges is not forbid in the fecond Commandment, and then the 
worfhip of them is not forbid neither. But he lays, He 

means fuch Images as are made to reprefent God , and thofe 
which are made to jhoiv him prefent , and which are worjlnppcd 
with the fame intention as full of his Divinity. But is this the 

Work of the Carver, or the Painter, to make a God ? Can 
the Pencil, or the Knife, put Divinity into a Pi&ure or 
Insage ? This is the work of him that Confecrates, and him 
that Wor Chips. 

• •" 

Qui fingit Sacros auro vel marmore vultus 

Non facit ille Deos , tyii colit , ille facit . 

♦ 

He had forgot the Brazen Serpent which Hezekiah broke, 
the making of which, I fuppofe, was not forbid in the fe¬ 
cond Command, but it feems the worfhip of it was. But 
to return: 

Though the fecond Commandment forbids the worfhip of 
all forts of Images, and every a<ft and degree of Worfhip, 
without leaving room for any Exceptions or Diflindlions ; 
yet we may learn from Scripture, what was the currant No¬ 
tion of Image-Worfhip at that time* viz. That they vvor- 

(hipped their Images, not for Gods, but for Symbols and 
Reprefen rations of their Gods *, that is, they fet them up as 
vifible Objects of Worfhip, to receive their Worfhip in the 
name and Read of their Gods: They did not worfhip the 
Images themfelvesj but their Gods in and by their Images. 

M % Indeed, 
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Indeed, this is the only Notion of Image-Worihip that 
any Men ever had, till Chriftians began to worlhip images, 
and then were forced to defend it, and to diltinguifh away 
the Idolatry of it. 

This is the Account the Heathens gave of their Worfhip 
of Images, That they did not believe them to be Gods but 
only word ripped their Gods in their Images. Thus Cicero 
slcribcs the nuking Images of their Gods In humane Shape 
to tx'.eii ouperditidn., Ot effent finiulAcra^ qua vener antes deos 
ipfis Ji- adirc ere derent, that they might have Images to make 
their Addrefles to, as if the Gods themfclves were prefent. 
And Maxwrtiu Tyrm gives a large Account of their Images 
to the fame purpofe. That they are all but fo many Pictures 
and Reprefentatioris of the Deity, to bring 11s to the con¬ 
ception of him ; and it matters not what the Image be, fo 
it bring God to our Thoughts, and dircT our Worlhip to 
him; Beiov els Ttvaplw ’{ca piow. Celfin and Julian deny 
that they thought their Images to be Gods and fo did the 
Heathens in Jrhobm 7 Jihanaftus, and St. Juft in, as thofe 
Fathers acknowledg. And Julian tells us, That a lover of 
God loves the Representations of the Gods} and beholding 
their Images, doth fecretly fear and reverence them, which 
although mvifible themfelv.es, do behold him. And Bio 
Cbryfifiom, , in his Olympick Oration, gives this Account 
why Men are fo fond of Images, which they know cannot 
expreis the invifible and inexpreflible Nature of God, Be- 

catife Mankind doth not love to worjhip God at a diftance , but to 
come near and feel him , and with ajfurance Sacrifice to him and 
Crown him. Nay, thofe very Heathens who believed that 
iome inyilible Spirits after Confecration were, not incorpo¬ 
rated with their Image-, ( which it does not appear to me, 
that any of them thought) but prefent in them : did not 
therefore worlhip;the material Figure, but through the vili- 
ble Image, wbflhipped thrift invifible Spirits which were 
hid in It. Non hoc vtfihle cclo , fid mmen end illic invifibi- 
Utcr habitat. And therefore Arnob,m &y S> That they for¬ 
med the images of their God?, V,cank fitbfHmiom , that is 
to fet them m thepiareof God, to be a vicarious Objedtof 
..orfiup, to receive their Worlhip in the name of their 

Gcds: 
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Gcds; and that God receives their Worfhip by Images, per 
quadam fidei commiffa , by way of Truft *, as if they were 
intruded to receive their Worlhip for God in his dead. 

Hence St .Juftin tells us, that no Image of God ought to be 
worlhipped, but only Chrid, who is what he is; and he not 
to be worlhipped inftead of God , but together with him 3 
Which Ihows plainly what Notion the Father had of proper Aug. Ep. 
Image-worfliin-, that it is to worlhip the Image inftead of c. u. 

Gcd : and therefore tho Chriftbefuch an Image of God as 
mult be worlhipped, yet he mud not be worlhipped as an 
Image', that is, not in the dead, but together with God. 

And St. Hierom on Rom. 1. gives the fame notion of Image- 

worlhip, Quomodo invifibihs Beus per fwndacrum viftbile colerc- 

tar ; that it is to worfhip the invifible God by a viljble linage: 

and therefore falling down before their Images is called by 

Jrncbiiv, Dcorum ante ora proftrati , prodrating themfelves A rn - L 

before the Face of their Gods which is aptly exprefled by 

Cafar, ante finndacra projcUi vtUoriam a Bits expofccrent , Cadar de Bette 

falling down before their Images, they begged Victory of Civ. 1.2. 

their Gods. And in thofe days before they were acquainted 

with School-Diftinctions, to pray to their Gods before their 

Images, and fixing their Eyes on them, was thought to be 

Image-worfhip 3 thus St. Juftin expreflcs it by adorat vel ; - 

or at inmns fwndacrum , adoring, or praying, looking upon an • 

Image: and fodoes Ovid 7 Smnmiffoq, genu vultm in imagine Ovid.l.Fafc.4. 
Divafixity with bended Knees he fixes his Eye upon the Image 
of the Goddefs: and indeed all the Arguments of the an¬ 
cient Fathers againd the Worlhip of Images are levelled a - 
gaind this Notion of it, that they worlhipped their Gods by 
Images, not that they thought their Images to be Gods. This 
then being the received Notion of Image-worfhip among the 
Heathens^ in which they all agreed, as far as we have any 
account of their Opinions, and being the only intelligible 
account that can be given of the Worlhip of Images, we 
have reafon to beUeve, that, the fecond Command men r, 
which forbids the Worlhip of Images, had a principal regar d 
to it; but I have other Arguments from the Scripture it. 
felf to confirm this Opinion. 

•i. The 




i. The firft is from the frit Example of Imagc-worihip 
among the Jfraelites after the giving this Law; that is, the 
Worship of the Golden Calf, 'which Aaron made while 
Afofes was in the Mount: That this Calf was intended on¬ 
ly as a Symbolical Reprefentation of the God of Ifrael, and 
that they worlhipped the Lord Jehovah in the Worlhip of 
this Calf, is fo evident from the whole Story, that I confefs 
I do not think that Man fit to be difputed with, who de¬ 
nies it *, for he mult either want Underftanding, or Honefty, 
to be convinced of the plained: matter, which he has no 
mind to believe. The occalion of their making this Calf, 
was the abfence of Afofes , who was a kind of a living Ora¬ 
cle, and Divine Prefence with them. They faid to Aaron, 
Exod. 2,2. r. ma k§ us Gods , which fjall go before m : for as for this Mo- 

fes, the Man who brought us up out of the Land of Egypt, ws 
wot not what is become of him .- So that they wanted not a new 
God, but only a Divine Prefence with them, fince Afofes , 
who ufed to acquaint them with the Will of God, and go¬ 
vern them by a Divine Spirit, was fo long abfent, that they 
thought him loft ■, when the Calf was made, they faid , Thefe 
be thy Gods, 0 Ifrael, which brought Thee out of the Land of 

Egypt: Which they could not poflibly underftand of the 
Calf, which was but then made. For tho we Ihould think 
them fo filly, as to believe it to be a God, it was impoffible 
they Ihould think that the Calf brought them out of Egypt, 
before it felf was made : Nor could they think any Egyp¬ 
tian Gods delivered them out of Egypt to the ruine and de¬ 
flation of their own Country •, efpecially, fince they cer¬ 
tainly knew, that it was only the Lord Jehovah , who brought 
them out of Egypt by the hand of Afofes \ and therefore 
Aaron built an Altar before it, and proclaimed a Leaf to the 
Lord, or to Jehovah , as the word is: which makes it very 
plain to any unprejudiced Man, that they intended to wor¬ 
ship the Lord Jehovah in the Worfhip of the Golden Calf, 
which they made for a fy mbolical Reprefentation and Prefence 

Ste Dr. Scil- ’ w hich no doubt was very agreeable to the notion 

lingfl. Defence the Egyptians had of their Images, from whom they lcaan’d 

of DlCc. of Ido- this way of Worfhip * and l need not tell any Man how 
tsiryj.n^&e difpleaimg this was to God. 
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2. Another Argument of this, is, That Images are called 
Gods in Scripture i /fa. 44. 10. Who hath fajhioned a God,or if a . 44. 10,1$, 

molten a Graven Image , which is profitable for nothing. - He ’ 17- 

make th a God and worfhippeth it he maketh it a Graven Image , 

and falleth down thereto. - The ref due thereof he maketh a 

God , even his Graven Image , and worjhtppeth it , and prayeth 
unto it , and faith , Deliver me, for thou art my God. I need not 
multiply places for the proof of this •, for this is own’d by all 
the Advocates of the Church of Rome, and/elied on as the 
great fupport of their Caufe. From hence they fay, it is 
plain in what fenfe God forbids the Worfhip of Images, viz. 
when Men worlhip their linages for Gods, as the Text allerts 
the Heathens did. But tho the Church of Rome worlhips 
Images, yet file does not worfhip them for Gods, but only 
worlhip God,crChrift, or the Saints in and by their Ima¬ 
ges. This is the reafon of their great Zeal to make the 
firft and fecond Commandment but one : becaufe the firft 
Commandment forbidding the Worfhip of all falfe Gods, If 
that which we call the fecond Commandment, which for¬ 
bids the Worfhip of Images, be reckoned only as part of the 
firft, then they think it plain in what fenfe the Worfhip of 
Images is forbid viz. only as the Worfhip of falfe Gods » 
and therefore thofe cannot be charged with the breach of 
this Commandment, who do not believe their Images to be 
Gods. 

Now befides what I have already faid, to prove that-the 
Heathens did not believe the Images themfelves to be Gods 
which is fo fottifh a Conceit, as no Man of common Senffe 
can be guilty of •, I have feveral Arguments to prove, that 
the Scripture does not underftand it in this fenfe. 

1. The firft is, That the Golden Calf is called Gods of 

Gold , Exod. 32.31. and yet it is evident, they did not believe 
the Calf to be a God, but only a Symbol and Reprefenta¬ 
tion of the Lord Jehovah , whom they worfhipped in the 
Calf. % 

2. The very name of an Image, which fignifies a Like- 
nefs and Reprefentation of fome other Being, is irreconcil¬ 
able with fuch a Belief, that the Image it felf is a God ; that 
the Image is that very God, whom it is made to reprefent \ 

which 



Doit. 4. 15. 

Ila.40.18,27. 
AHs 17. 29. 
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which fignifies, that the likenefs of God, is that very God 
whofe likenefs it is: Eipecially, when the Scripture, "which 
calls fuch Images Gods, calls them alfo the Images of their 
Gods. 

Which is proof enough, that tho the Scripture calls Ima¬ 
ges Gods, it does not underhand it in that fenfe, that they 
believe their material Images to be Gods: for it is a contra¬ 
diction to fay, that the Image of Baal, is both their God 
Baal, and his Image at the fame time ; for the Image is not 
the thing it represents. 

3. The Arguments urged in Scripture againft Images, 
plainly prove, that they were net made to be Gods, but on¬ 
ly Reprcfentations of God. One Argument is, became they 
faw no fimilitilde of God when he fpoke to them in Horcb 
out of the raidlt of the F ire: another, that they can make no 
likenefs of Him. To whom then will ye liken God, or what 

likenefs will ye compare to Him ? - To whom then will ye liken 

Me, or Jh all I .be equal, faith the Holy One? Thus St. Paul ar¬ 
gues with the Philosophers at /Mens For as much then as 
we are the Ojf-fpring of God, we ought not to thinks the Godhead 
to be like to Gold , and Silver,and Stone graven by Art, and Man's 
Device. Now what do all thefe Arguments iigoify againfc 
making a God 2 for if they can make a God, what matter is 
it who their God be like,To he be a God.? It is a good Ar¬ 
gument againlt making any Image and Reprefentation of 
God, that it is impoffible to make any thing like him ; but 
. it is enough for a God to be like it felf. 

In what fenfe then, you’l fay, does the Scripture call Ima¬ 
ges Gods? there is but one podibie .fienf-, that: i kr-ow of, 
and that is, that they are vicarious and f-bftituted Gods; 
that they arefet up in God s place, to reprefent his Perform 
'2nd to receive our Worfnip in his name and Head, and fo 
are Gods by Office, thonot by Nature. They are viable 
Reprcfentations ol the Invifible God, they bear his Name 
and receive his Worfhip 5 as the Golden Calf was called Je¬ 
hovah, and the Worlhip of the Calf was called a Feall un¬ 
to the Lord : And this is Rome realon for their being called 
Gods; as the Proxy and Subftituteads in the name of the 
Perfon-he reprefents: Which proves that this is the Scrip- 
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tore notion of Image-worlhip, that the Image b woflhipped in 
God’s name and head. And to this purpofe 1 obferve* That 
tho *U\'p 9 or an Idol, fignifies a falfc god ; yet it fignifies 
lucn a fa lie god as is only the image and figure of another 
god ; for fo *f*Kop fignifies £ju»p and a likenefs or firm- 

itude. I hus Tertullian tells us, comm imagines Ido la , ima- T ‘enuS.de 
ginum confecratto IdoUtria, 'That their Images are Idols, and the Llolo.c,^, 
Confecration of them is Idolatry, 'j hus the Author of the 

boo,{ of YVifdom attributes the original of Idolatry, to Fathers VVifdom c.14 
making images for their children who were dead, and appointing f- v. 1%. 
Umni.its to be kept before them as if they were gods ; and thus by 
egtees Princes pafjed thefe things into Laws, and made men to 
worfnip gra ven Images ; and thus either out of ‘affeBion or flattery 

1 VJor f l} -p °f Idols began. Which (hews what he means by Idols, 
mages confecrated for the worfhip ol God. And therefore he 
drltinguiflies the worfhip of idols, from the worfhip of the Ele¬ 
ments and heavenly bodies, when this was done without an c v r 
Image : And therefore no God is in Scripture called an Idol but 2 
with refpeft to its Image. Thus Idols and Molten Gods are 
joinM together, as expounding each other. And the Pfalmift 
tells us, The Idols of the Heathens are Silver and Gold, the work * ^ 

0} mens hands. So that an Idol is a talfe God, as it fignifies a 

material Image made to reprefent Rome God, as a vifibieobjed 

ol worth'p, to receive the worfhip of that God whole name 
it bears, in Ins place and Head. 

Tome fame purpofe the Scripture charges thefe Image-wor- 

fhippers with changing the Glory of God into the likenefs and 
Omi itude ot thofe creatures whereby they reprefented him. 

The Israelites made the Image of a Golden Calf, as the fvrn- 
boiical representation and prefence of the Lord Jehovah; and 
the ridhvAtt tells us, that by fo doing, they changed their Tory 

y f th ? L ;? rd Jehovah, who was the glory of Jjrael) into the 
pmdituae cj an Ox which eauth grafs. Which neceflVilv fup- 
pofes, that they intended to reprefent the Lord Jehovah in the 
Image ot rue Calf* not that they thought their God to be like 
the Call, but as they made a vicarious and vifible God of it 
and worlhipped it in the name of the Lord Jehovah. Thu«St’ 
IWdefcnbes the idolatry of the Heathens, That they chanced v 
theory of the morrupubk God, into an image made like to ur - R ° m ' 23 
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riipttbte man , and four-footed beafis, and creeping things. But of 

this more prefently ^ this isfufficient to (how, what the Scrip¬ 
ture notion of Image-worfliip is, and in what fenfe it con¬ 
demns it. 

idly. Let us now confider wherein the evil of this Image- 
worfhip confifts, which will greatly contribute to the right un¬ 
demanding of this whole difpute. Now the account of it in 
general is very fliort and plain, That the evil of Image-worfhip, 
when we worfhip the true God by an Image, does not fo much 
confift in the kinds, or degrees, or object of worfhip, as in 
reprefentat-ion ; and if this prove the true account of l as I 
believe it will appear to be to ail confidering men, before 1 have 
done, it will quite alter the ftateof this con trover fie, and put 
M. de Meaux y and the Reprefenter* to find out fome new Expofi- 
tions and Reprefentationsof their Image-worfhip. 

i. That the evil of Image-worfhip when men worfhip the 
true God by an Image, does not principally confift in the kinds, 
or degrees, or object of worfhip. Such men indeed are (aid in 
Scripture to worfhip Images, and Idols, and Molten Gods, and 
that their Idols are filver and gold, wood and ftone; for when 
they worfhip God by an Image, they muff worfhip the Image, 
or el/e they cannot worfhip God in it, tho* they worfhip the 
Image not for it felf, but for the Prototype, as the Council of 
Trent determines, which is more properly worfhipping God or 
Chrift in or before his Image, as M. de Meaux expounds it, than 
worfhipping the Image; and they are (aid to worfhip Images 
rather with refpeft to the manner than to the objedl of worfhip, 
as you fhail hear more prefently. The Church of Rome indeed, 
as her dodtrine and pradice is expounded by her moft famed 
Divines, may juliiy be charged with worfhipping Images in the 
grofieft fenfe; as that fignifies giving Religious worfhip to the 
material image of wood and ftone; which is ftri&Iy to worfhip 
flocks and ftones as Gods. This charge may be eafiiy made 
good again# all thofe who teach that the Image is to be pro¬ 
per 3y worfhipped, and that either a relative iatria % or fome 
proper inferior worfhip is to be terminated on the Image as its 
material object; and yet moft of the Roman Doctors attribute 
one or t’other to the Image, asdiftind from that worfhip they 
give to the Prototype; and difpute very learnedly, that this is 
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the Doctrine both of the fecond Council of Nice, and of the 
Council of Trent, That a proper worfhip mat be given to the 
Image, diftin<ft from that worfhip which is given to the Proto- 
.type; but they cannot yet agree, whether it be a relative im¬ 
proper analogical Latria, which mult be given to the Image of 

Chrift, or only Mia, or an inferiour degree of Religious wor«* 
fhip. 

This has hitherto been the chief feat of the Controverfy be¬ 
tween Proteftants and Papjis about Image-WOTfhip ; and M. de 
Meaux feems very fenfible, That attributing a proper worfhip 
to Images, fo as to terminate it on them, gives too juft occafiort 
for the charge of Idolatry, and puts them to hard fhifrs to vin¬ 
dicate themfeives from it; and therefore he owns no worfhip 
due to the image for it felf, but only as it reprefents the Proto¬ 
type, which therefore is not fo properly the worfhip of the 

Image, as of the Prototype by the Image; and here I perfectly 
agree with him. That the true notion of Image-worlhip is not 
to worlhip the Image at all, considered in it felf, as a material 
figure of wood and ftone, but only to worlhip God or Chrift 
in the Image. And therefore I (hall fet afide this difpute, in 
what fenfe, or how far a Papifl may be charged with worfhip- 
ping the material Image, which has occafioned eternal wrang- 
lings, and yet does not properly belong to the controverfy of 
Image-worlhip. To worlhip a material Image, is to give the 
Worfhip of God to creatures, to wood and ftone; but Image- 
worlhip is in its ftrift notion, not giving Divine worlhip to Ima¬ 
ges, but worfhipping God in and by the Image which repre¬ 
fents him, which in Scripture is called worfhipping Images: 
And therefore tho’ we (hould grant, thatM. de Meaux his ex- 
pofition avoids the firft charge of giving Religious worlhip to 
wood and ftone, becaufe he denies that they properly worlhip 
the Image, but only the Prototype in the Image; yet the 
whole guilt of Image-worfhip, as that fignifies the worfhip of 
God by Images, not the worfhip of the material Image, is 
chargeable upon him ftill, that is, the worfhip of the Prototype 
by the Image, which is all that is forbid in the fecond Com¬ 
mandment. 


This, it may be, will be thought a giving up the Caufe, to 
grant, that the Church of Rome may worfhip God or Chrift 

— ~ -- “ fo.T * * — * . 
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by Images, and yet not be chargeable with worfhipping the 
Images themfc!ves,or the material figures of Wood or Stone* and 
therefore it will be neceffary to fhew, that the true Notion of 
Idolatry or Image-worfhip is not giving Religious worfhip to the 
Images themfelves, bin worfhipping God by Images, and what 
the difference between thefe Two is. 

j And the fir ft thing I (hall obferve to this pnrpofe, is the 
difference between the Firft and Second Commandment which 
all Proiefiants own and defend againft the Church of Rome 
which makes the Second Commandment only a Branch and 
Appendix of the Firft. Now the Firft Commandment forbids 
all fa He objects of worfhip, the worfhip of all creatines and fidi- 
tious Deities, and therefore the worfhip of all Beings befidcs 
God, whether rational, animate or inanimate, is a breach of 
the Firft Commandment, and muftbe reduced to it • and con* 
fequently the Second Commandment which forbids the worfhip 
of Images, cannot forbid them as falfe Objects, (forallfuch 
are forbid in the firft Commandment) but as a-falfe and cor¬ 
rupt way of worfhip * and therefore Image-worfhip as ir is for¬ 
bid in the Second Commandment, cannot fignifie worfhipping 
the Image ir.felf, as diifinguifhed from the Prototype, for that 
would make it a falfe objed of worfhip againft the firft Com¬ 
mandment , but only a falfe and fuperftitious way of repcefent- 
tlng and worfhipping God by an Image* 

rly. And therefore 1 obferve, thatan Image does not alter the 
objed of worfhip, which vet it muft neceftrily do, if it were 
Kfiemialto the Notion of Image worfhip to worfhip the Image 
it (elf, which would make the Image a new objed of worfhip. 
Now it is plain,, that men who do nor difpute themfelves into* 
endlefs ftibti]ties and diftindions, intend no more in the worfhip 
of images, than to worfhip that God whole Image it is, and 
therefore the objed of worfhip is the fame with or, without an 
Image, They who worfhip the True God with an Image, and 
they who worfhip him without an Image, worfhp the fa me God 

bendes what judgment men 
make of their own actions, and what they intend to do, rhe 
Scripture it feIf acknowledges rhis. When rhe IfraeLtes made a 
golden Calf,^rtfw proclaims a Feaft to the Lord Jehovah, which 
proves.that they intended to worfhip the fame God. ftiH in the 

golden-, 
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golden Calf, which they did before without it. . Thus the Two 
Calves which Jeroboam fetvp, were made in imitation of the 
golden Calf, and for Symbolical reprefentations of the God of 
jfraely who was worfhipped by them ; For it is plain that Jero¬ 
boam did not intend to change their God, but only to prevent 
their going lip to Jerufalem to worfhip God there , and there- 
forehe tells them, It is too much for you to go up to Jerufalem, bey * King ss 23 
hold thy Gods , O Ifrael, which brought thee up out of the Land of 

isLgypt * that is,the Lord Jehovah. Now we may obferve, that 
Godhimfelf, though he was grievonfiy offended with the Sin of 
Jeroboam, yet he makes a great difference between the Sin of , K i ng . 
Jeroboam. and the Sin of Ahab, who introduced the worfhip of Vi 
Baal a falfe God, whereas Jeroboam retained the worfhip of the 
true God, though he worfhipped him in a falfe and idolatrous 
manner. If the Calves of Dart and Bethel had been falfe Gods, 
as Baal was,the Sin had been equally provoking * but the worfhip 
of the Calves did not change their Go 1 , as rhe worfhip of Baal 
did •, and therefore Elijah diftinguifhes rhe Ifraelttes into the 
wor Shi ppers of God and of Baal flow long halt ye between Two l K;ng 
Opinions t if the Lord be God follow him • but tfBaa\,then fellow him ; 2 1. 
and yetmoftof thofe who are fa id to be wor Shippers of God, 
did worfhip God at the Calves of Dan and Bethel, which was 
theeftablifhed Religion of the Kingdom. And thus Jebuy ho’ 
he departed not from the Sin of Jeroboam , the golden Calves 2 King, 
in Dan and Bethel, yet he calls his Zeal in deftroying Baal out 16. 
of Ifrael, his Zeal for the Lord Jehovah. 

Now if the.w-orftiip of an Image do not change the objed of 

our worfnip, neither in the intention of the worfhip per, nor in 

the.account of Scripture, as I have now proved* it evidently 
follows, that the Image is not worfhipped as anobjed, but as a 
Medium of worfhip 5 it receives no worfhip for it felf, but only 
for God whom it reprefents. And that which is fo offenfive to 
God in it, is not that they fet up any Rival and Oppofice gods 
againft him, but that they worfhip him in a reproachful and 
dishonourable manner, which makes him abhor and rejed the 
worfhip; and becaufehe Will not receive this worfhip himfelf, he 
calls it worfhipping Idols and graven Images, and molten gods, 
that is, vicarious and representative gods,which though they re¬ 
ceive the worfhip in God’s Name, vet are an infinite reproach 
- to- 
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to Ills Majefty by that vile and contemptible Reprefentation they 
make him. This is the ftri& Notion of Idolatry, nor the giving 
the worfhip of God to Creatures , which is the Breach of the 
Fir ft Commandment in making new Gods, but the worfhip of 
God by an Image, which makes fuch Images Gods by Repre- 
fencation, but not the objects, but only the Medium of worfhip ^ 
and therefore though we fhould grant M. de Meaux that he 
does not worfhip Images, but only Chrift and the Saints in or 
before their Images, this does not excufe him from Idolatry, 
which does not fignifle worfhipping an Image in a ftrid fence ; 
but only worfhipping God in an Image, which terminates all the 
worfhip not on the Image but on God. 

xly. Let us now confider wherein the Evil of this Idolatry or 
Image-worfhip does confift • and that Ifaid was in Repreienfa- 
tion i which I fhall briefly explain in thefeparticulars, i. That 
itisan infinite reproach to the Divine Nature and Perfedions,to 
Ha. 40. 1 3 , be reprelenced by an Image: To whom will ye liken God} Or 
19, &c. what likenefs will ye compare to him ? The workman mslteth a gra¬ 
ven Image , and the GoUlfmith fpreadeth it over with Gold , and 
caftetb Silver Chains. He that is fo impoverished that he hath no 
Oblation , chufeth a Tree that will not ret : he feeketb unto him a 
cunning Workman to prepare a graven Image that fhall not he 
moved. Have ye not known ? Have ye not heard ? , Hath it not 
been told you from the beginning l Have ye not under flood from the 
Foundations of the Earth ? It is he that fittetb upon the Circle of the 
Earth , and the Inhabitants thereof are as Grafhoppers ; that firetch- 
cheth cut the Heavens as a Curtain , and fpreadeth them out as a 
Tent to dwell in. How incongruous and abfurd is it, to make a 
Pidure or Image of that God who is invifible ? toreprefenta 
pure Mind by Matter, dull fenflefs Matter 1 to give the fhape 
and figure of a Man, or fome viler Creature, to that God who 
has none ! To make an Image for the Maker of the World, and 
to bring that Infinite Being to the fcantlings and dimenfions of a 
Man, who fills Heaven and Earth with his prefence ! If it be 
the Glory of God to be what he is, a pure, infinite, eternal, in¬ 
vifible Mind ! it is a concradidion and difhonour to him to be 
reprefentea by a material vifible Image like to fome of his own 
Creatures , but inferior to the meaneft living Creatures, be- 
&aufe without Life and Senfe; Thus St. Paul argues % Afts 17.29. 
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'Forafmuch then as we an tie of firing of God, we 'ought not to 
think that the Godhead is like unto Gold or Silver, or Stone gra¬ 
ven by art, and mans device. If we think God to be like to fuch 
Images we know nothing of him; and if we make fuch Images 
as we know are not like to God, nay a reproach to his Nature 
and Perfections , we wilfully affront him. And tho. Chrift 
converted in this World in human Nature, which is reprefen- 
table by an Image, yet an Image is not a proper Reprefentanon 
of Chrift, as the objeft of Worfhip , becaule it cannot repre- 
fent the Divine Nature, which is theReafon and Foundation of 
Worfhip And as for Saints, they ought not to be worfhipped 
at all and therefore not worfhipped by Images: And indeed, 
that very Law which forbids the worfhip of Images without 
anv Exception, and yet upon fuch Reafcns as are peculiar to 
the infinite Nature of God, are a plain Argument to me, that 
no Being which is reprefentable by human Art, is an Objedt of 

z. To fet up an Image in the place of God, has a great ap¬ 
pearance and fufpicion of worfhipping a material and vifible 
God, of giving Divine Honours to Gold and Silver, and the 
work of mens hands; for tho men pretend to Worfhip God in 
the Image, yet how does the Image come to be Worfhipped 
for God ? What likenefs? What Relation is there between them? 
How eafily mayjmen flip into the worfhip of Images themfelves, 
and forfakeGod.or never mind him.for the fake of a fine Picture, 
or fome beautiful or wonder-working Image ? for tho there is a 
great, deal of difference between worfhipping God by an Im¬ 
age and worfhipping the Image itfelf, yet to all appearance 
they are fo like one another, and there is foeafieapaffagefrom 
one to the other, that Gods difpleafure againft this Sin is ex- 
preffed in Scripture by Jealoufie; a Paffion which expreffes both 
Sufpicion and Caution; while they profefs to Woifhip God by 
their Images, they do not change their God, but yet their wor¬ 
fhipping a vifible Image , looks very like it, and is an eafie In¬ 
troduction to it; Thus in the fecond Commandment, the Rea- 
fon with which God inforces bis Prohibition againft worfhipping 
Images is,Fw I the Lord thy God,am a Jealous God. 1 htlS Pia .78. 
_g. f or th : y provoked him to anger with their high places, and mo¬ 
ved him to jealoufie with their graven Images. And therefore be ex- 
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prefles himfelf with fome Paffion and Concernment in this mat¬ 
ter. I am the Lord, that ts my Name , and my Glory will I not 
give to another , neither my Vratfe to Graven Images , Ifa.41.--8. 
The Church is called Gods Spoufe, and the worfhip of falfe 
gods is called vVhoredom and Adultery, going after oilier gods; 
and the wn-fh.p of the true God by Images, tho it be not 
Whoredom yen >s fuc'i a kind of fpiricual Wantonnefs and 
Incontinency. as excites his jealoufie. 

3.. Ef pea ally when we con-fider, that theWorfhip of Images 
does naturally expoie us to the Cheats and Impoftures of wicked 
Spirits; for this reafon l obferved before, God forbids theWor- 
fhip of any other inv-ifible Being butfcimfelf; for if men were 
allowed to Worfhip inferior Spirits, bad Spirits who inhabit 
thefe lower Regions, would foon have the greateft (hare of their 
Worfliip; and thus it is with Images, which are fuch an offence 
and dishonour to God, that we cannot expert that he will ever 
(how himfclf prefent in them, or guard them from the poffefllon 
of evil Spirits. ’ It is evident that in the Heathen World, evil Spi¬ 
rits pofTeffed their Images, and abufed Mankind with their lying 
Wonders, and lying Oracles; and I have fome reafon to believe, 
that if any Miracles are wrought flill at Images, they are not 
by good Spirits, becaufe Images are an Abomination to God ; 
and therefore, Rom. 1. St. Paul attributes the general corruption 
of mens lives ard manners to the Worfliip of Images; They 

changed the glory of the incorruptible God into an image made like 
to corruptible man, and to birds and four footed 'beafis, and creeping 

things ; wherefore God gave them up to uncleannefs - for this caufe 

God gave them up to vile affetlions — and even as they did not like 
to retain God in their-knowledge God gave them over to a reprobate 
mind to do thefe things which are not convenient. The meaning of 

which is. That God gave them over to the delufions of wicked 
Spirits, who lurked in their Images, and firft corrupted their Re¬ 
ligion, and then their Lives by impure and barbarous Rites of 
Worfhip. 

4. If there were no other hurt in Image-worfhip, yet it de- 
bales human Nature to fall down before a fen fiefs image: As it 
is a difhonour to God to be worfhipped by an Image, tho the 
Worfhip be intended for himfelf, and not for the Image, becaufe 
if makes fo mean and vile a Reprefentation of him ; lo it is a re¬ 
proach 
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proachto a man, who is a reafonable Creature, and made after 
the Image of God, to fall down before Stocks and Stones, with 
all external Submiffions and Adorations, tho he intends not to 
worfhip the material Image, but God by it; becaufe the vifible 
Object before which we pay our Worfhip is fo much below the 
honour and dignity of human Nature , it is a reproach to the 
underftanding of a man to think that a material Image is a de¬ 
cent Reprefentation of God, and a fit medium of Worfhip; 
and he mail have a mean and beggarly Spirit, who can be con¬ 
tented to bow down before it: Thus Arnobius aggravates the 
madnefs of this: Supplicaretremebundum feClitatas absterei: Arnob .1.6. 
To fall down trembling , and to fupplicate that which thou thy felf 
haft made. And a greater than Arnobius tells us, They that make 
them nre like unto them , fo is every one who putteth their trufi in 
them'. . , Pfal. 135. iS, 

fa The Worfhip of God by Images is contrary not only to 
the Law of Mofesjbm to the reafon of Mankind;it gratifies indeed 
a fkfhly and fenfual Mind to have a vifible ObjeCt of Worfhip, 
but God is the only natural Object of Worfhip; and reafon tells 
us, that God is Invifible ; and Reafon will tell us, that it is con¬ 
trary to the Nature of an invifible Being, to be worfhipped un¬ 
der a vifible Reprefentation; it is not only a Reproach to the 
Divine Nature, but an abfurd and unreafonable Worfhip. For 
what confidering man can think it reafonable to worfhip a vifible 
Image inftead of an invifible God ? Reafon can never juftifie 
a worfhip fo contradictory to the Divine Nature, and therefore 
Reafon can never teach men to Worfhip an Image. For what 
is it they intend by worfhipping Images? Have they a mind 
to fee the God they Worfhip? But how unreafonable is this, 
when they know he is Invifible, and would not be a God if he 
could be feen ? And how abfurd is it to Reprefent him by an 
Image, when they know they can make no Image like him ? 

No worfhip can be natural, which contradicts the nature of 
that Being whom we Worfliip; arid if it be not natural, it mult 
be inftituted Worfhip; and then, tho it were forbid by no Law,: 
it mult be commanded by fome Law to make it reafonable, at 
leaft if it *> e poiTible that a Law could make that an aCt of 
Honour ani Worfhip, which is a Difhonour to the Divine Per¬ 
fections. 

o h\ It 


O 
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67 y. It is more efpecially contrary to the nature of the Chrl- 
ftian worfhip, which teaches us to form a more fpiritual Idea 
of God,and to worfhip him in Spirit and in Truth ; in oppofition 
not only to all fenfible Reprefentations, but to all fymboJical 
Prefences. There are two things principally, for which Images 
are intended, to be vifible Reprefentations, and a.vifible Pre¬ 
fence of the Deity. The firft of thefe is fo great a Reproach to 
the Divine Nature, that it was forbid by the Law of Mofes, 
which was at heft a lefs perfect Difpenfarion, as being accom¬ 
modated to the carnal State of that People; but as to thefecond, 
God bimfelf gratified them in it, for he dwelt among them in- 
the Tabernacle, and afterwards in the Temple of fcrufaltm, 
where he placed the Symbols of his Prefence. Hut now when 
5he Woman of Samaria asked our Saviour abouc the place of 
Worfhip, Whether it was the Temple at Jerufaltm, or Samaria: 

23*3 He anfwers, The hour cometh when ye jl-ail neither in this moun¬ 
tain, nor yet at Jerufalem worfhip the Father. But the true wor- 
fhippers jball w or fir ip the Father in Spirit and in Truth , for the 
Father feeketh ftich to worfhip- him. God is a Spirit, and they that 
worfhip him , mu ft worfJjip him in Spirit and in Truth. Where 
Chrift oppofes worfhipping in Spirit and in Truthpto worfhip- 
ping in the Temple, not as a Temple fignifies a place feparated 
for Religious Worfhip, which is a necefiary Circumftance of 
Worfhip in all; Religions; but as it fignilies a Symbolical Pre¬ 
fence, a Figure of Gods Refidence and Dwelling among them, 
in which fenfe the Primitive Chriftians denied that they had 
any Temples. For God dwelling in human Nature, is the only 
Divine Prefence under the Gofpei> of which theTemple was but 
a Type and Figure. Now if the fpiritual Worfhip of the Go- 
fpel does fo withdraw us from fenfe, as not to admit of a Sym¬ 
bolical Prefence, much lefs certainly does it admit of Images, 
to reprefent God prefent to us, which is fo grofs and carnal, that 
God forbad it under the Legal Difpenfation. We mull: conlider 
God as an infinite Mind, prefenc in all places to hear our Pray¬ 
ers, and receive our Worfhip, and mu ft raife our hearts to 
Heaven, whither Chrift who is the only vifible Prefence of God is 
afeended, and not feek for him in carved Wood or Stone, ora 
curious pieceof Painting.. 
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ythly. But Cmce M.de Meaux, and the Reprefen'ter think it 
Kifliv'ent to jullifie the worfhip of Images, that they arc of 
great life to reprefent the objeCt of our worfhip to us, and to 
atleTb us with fuitable pafFionsj it will be needful briefly to com 
fider this matter. For I confefs I cannot fee how a material 
and vifible image fhould form a true Idea in 11s of an invifible 


Spirit • it is apt to corrupt mens notions of God and Religion, 
and to abate out juft reverence, by reprefenting the object of 
our worfhip under fo contemptible an appearance. An Image 
cannot tel] 11s what God is; if we are otherwife inftrufted in 
the nature of God, we know that an image is not like him, but 
a reproach to the Divine perfections; if we are not better in- 
flructed, we (hall-think our God like his image, which will 
make us very underftanding Chriftians. 

But the Reprefenter has drawn this Argument out at large, 
and therefore we muft confider what he fays of it. That PL 
4ftures and Images ferve to, 1. Vreferve in his mind the memory 
of the things reprefent ed by them, as people are wont to prefer are 
the memory of their deccafed Friends by keeping their Pictures . But 

l befeech you, the memory of what does a Picture preferve? 
Of nothing that I know of, but the external lineaments and 
tearures of the face or body ; and therefore the Images and 
Pictures of God and the Holy Trinity ( which yet are allow¬ 
ed in the Chinch of Rome ) cannot ferve this end, unlefs they 
will fay, that God has an external fliape as Man has. And 
fuppofe we had the exad Pictures of Chrift and the Virgin 
Mary, the Apoftles and other Saints and Martyrs, this might 
gratify our curiofity, but of whatufeis it in the Chriftian Rel't- 
g on ? To remember Chrift, is not to remember his face, which 
we never faw, but to remember his DoCtrine and his Life*, to 
cah to mind his great Love in dying for us ; to remember him 
not as a Man, but as a God incarnate, as our Mediator and 
Advocare, as our Lord and Judge; and therefore the Gofpels 
which contain the Hiftory of his Life, are a much better Pi- 
<fture of Chrift, than any drawn by the moft curious Pencil j 
and I doubt, the Chriftian Religion will not gain much by taking 

the Gofpels out cf peoples hands, and giving them a Picture 
to gaze on. 
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'2es, faies our Author, %. He it taught to ufe them by oafling 
his eye upon the PiBures or Images , and thence to raife his heart t° 
the Prototypes , and there to imploy it in Meditation, Love, 'Thankfl 
giving, Imitation , dec. as the objeB requires. Blit he is a very 
forry Chriftian, who never thinks of Chrift, but when he fees 
his Pidure. And how can the light of a Pidure raife our 
hearts to the Love of Chrift ? The fight indeed of a lovely 
Pidure may excite a fenfible paftion, but not a Divine love ; 
The light of his Pidure can only put us in mind, that there was 
filch a perfon as Chrift in the world; but if we would afted 
our hearts with his love and praife, we mult not gaze on his 
Face, which is aH that a Pidure can (how us, if it could do 
that} but meditate on what he has done and fullered for us, 
which may be done better without a Pidure, than with it. If 
they want fomething to put them, in mind, that there is fuch a 
perfon as Chrift, which is all that his Pidure can do, the name 
of Chrift written upon' the Church-Walls would be more 
innocent, and altogether as effectual to this end. 

But Pidures are very inftrudive, as that cf a Deaths-head , 
and Old Time painted with his Fore-Jock) Hour glafs, amlSythe: 
and do inform the mind at one glance, of what in reading requires 
a chapter, and fome times a Volume: Which is fb far from being 
true, that a Pidure informs a Man of nothing, but what he 
was informed of before. The Pidure of a Crucifix may put 
a man in Mind of what he has heard or read of Chrifts dying 
upon the Crofs; but if he know nothing of the- Hi fiery of 
Chrifts Sufferings, the bare feeing a Crucifix can teach him 
nothing. Children may be taught by Pidures, which make a 
more ftrong lmpreffion on their fancies than Words; but a 
Pidure cannot teach; and at belt-this is but a very childifh way 
of learning. 

3 - But devout Pidures are of great ufe in Prayer, the fight 
of which cures diftradions, and recalls his wandering thoughts 
to the right'object, and as certainly brings fome good things into his 
mind, as an inmode ft- PiBure diflurbs his heart with naughtineft. 

But can men read their Prayers, as well as Iearfi the Articles of 
!tiieir : Greedy in a Pidure too? For even good thoughts are a 
diftradion in Prayers, when they call us off from attending to 

what we ask of God; and it is to be feared then, that Pictures 

them? 


tbemfelves may diffract us, unlefs we are fure they will fug- 
geft no thoughts to us at fuch a time, but wbat are in our 
Prayers; the Church of Rome indeed teaching her Children 
fuch Prayers as they do not underftand, and therefore cannot 
imploy their thoughts, may make Pidures very neceffary to 
entertain them ; but if cur thonghtsand our words ought to go 
together, as it muft be if the Devotion of Prayers confifts in 
praying devoutly, an Image which cannot fpeak, and a Prayer - 
which is not underftood,aie like to make Men equally devout- 5 
Chou Id Men when they look upon a Crucifix, run over in ( their 
Minds all the Hiftory of our Saviours Sufferings! ftiould the 
fight of our Saviour hanging on-the Croft affect us with (ome 
loft and tender Paffions at the remembrance of him i (which it 
is certain the daily and familiar ule ot fuch Pictures cannot, do ,* 
yet what is this to Prayer ? Such feniible Paftlons as the light 
of a Pidure can raife in us, are of little or no account in Re¬ 
ligion, true devout Affedions muft fpring from an inward 
Vital Senfe, which the Pidure cannot give to thofe who wane it, 
and is of no ufe to thofe who havg.it. 

Thus I have,as briefly as the Snbjcd would permit.examined 
the Dodrine of Praying to Saints, and Worfhipping Images 
according to the Expofuion of the Bifhopof Condom , to whom 
our Author appeals in thefe Points, and this 1 hope will fatisfie 
him, what we think both of the Bifhops Authority and his Ex¬ 
pedition, and how little we like Popery in its beft drefs. And now 
it is time to return to our Protefter. 

And I hope by this time he fees that there is fomething more 
needful to clear the Matters in Controverfie between us, than ■ 
barely M. de Mean* his Authority; and therefore he refolving 

not to look beyond the Expofition delivered by this Prelate , I might Papifts Fg' 

here very fairly take my leave of him ; but 1 cannot do this tho’ c 

he be a perfed Stranger to me, without difhiifling him civilly P' 

with a Complement or two more. 

1. Then as to the Invocation of Saints 9 he obferves that 

I deny the Bifhop has limited it only to their Prayers, 

which I own is a miitake; and this is fuch a Complement 

as muft never be expeded from a Dodor of the infallible 

Church, for he had occafion enough for it, had he had a Heart 

to-do ir$ but I hope I have abundantly made amends for this 

now 



ST 



■wow by a fair and particular Examination of the Bifhops Expo¬ 
sition as to that Paine ; and indeed M. dc Meaux himfelf gave 
the occafion for this, by not owning it in its due place, when he 
expounded the Decree of the Council, which teaches them to 


fly to the aid and afliftance of the Saints as well as to their 
Prayers, but fhu/lling it into the middle of a fen fence at fome 
diftance, where no Man would expedit : When Expofitors 
dodge at this rate, they may thank themfelves if they are mi- 
ftaken. 
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idly and idly. He takes Sanctuary again in the Bifhops Au¬ 
thority to juftifie his renouncing the Popes perfinal Infallibility , 
and the depofing Doctrine , as no Articles of Faith : But tho* the 
Bifliop indeed do wave form things , as he fays, which arc dfiputed 
of in the Schools , as no Articles of Faith, yet he docs not fay 
What they are, much lefs name the Popes per final Infallibility , 
and the depofing power ; and one would think he could not mean 
the depofing power, which is determined by General Councils, 
and therefore muft be an Article of Faith. The Truth is, the 
Bifhop has here plaid a very cunning Game, and men may 
make what they pleafe of his words, as their intereft or incli¬ 
nation leads them; if Proteflants objed the Dodrine of the 
Popes infallibility and Depofing power, he can eafily tell them 
that thefe are School-difpiues, and riot Articles of Faith ; if the 
Pope or Rowan Dodors quarrel at it, he has then faid nothing 
in difparagemenc of the Popes infallibility and Depofing power, 
but has taught that Fundamental Principle on which thefe Do- 
drincs depend, as in Truth he has, when he makes the Primacy 
of Veter^ the Cement cf Unity, and gives this Primacy to the 
Bifhops of Rome , as SucciJJbrs of the Prince of the Apofiles, to 
whom for this caufe we one that Obedience and Submjjion which 
the holy Councils and Fat hers have always taught the Faithful ; 
though they have not (aid one word till of late of any fuch obe¬ 
dience and fubmiflion due to them ; efpecially when we consi¬ 
der what he means by the Primacy of the Pope , that he is a 

Head cjlablijhed by God to conduct his whole Flock in his paths ; 

which gives him a Supremacy over Bifhops and Secular Princes; 
and how naturally this infers infallibility, and a power of de¬ 
pofing Heretical Princes, every one fees, and we have reafon to 

Relieve the Bifhop expounded his Doctrine to this Orthodox 

Sense 
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Sence in his Letters to the Pope, from the Popes Teftimonial, 

that his Letters fhewed his fubmiffion andrefped to the Apofiohck 

/ 

As for the Popes perfbnal infallibility, our Author in his Re¬ 
flections (p 3 .) denies it to be an Article of Faith, becaufe it is not 
positively determined by any General Council ; in my reply (p.47.^ 
j rold him this is no proof, that it is not an Article ot Faith, be¬ 
caufe the infallibility of the Church it felf, which they all grant 
to be an Article of Faith, was never pofitively determined by 
any General Council; and therefore fome Doftrines maybe-- 
Articles of Faith, which never were determined by any Gene¬ 
ral Council *, and I added, that if the Church be infallible the 
Pope muft, if he be the Head of the Church ; for infallibility 
ouerht. in r ea fen to accompany the great eft and wft abfolute Power ; 
but our Author thought fit to let fall this difpute, andioro 

jfolve all into the Bifliop of Condoms Authority. 

His Propofal which follows, I have already anfwered without 
a fmile, but 1 cannot forbear fmiHng once more to hear him com¬ 
plain of diluting* which he fays belongs not to the Reprefinur, 
who being to reprejent and not to difpute , is not concerned with thoje 
■tedious Arguments. The Cafe is this; In the Character of a 
Papift Reprefented, he had denied the depofing Power to be an 
Article of Faith; the Anfwerer proved it was an Article of Fait 11, 
becaufe it was decred by General Councils; to this,in his RefL- 
ftions he anfwers, that every thing approved in General Coun¬ 
cils, is not an Article of Faith, but only Dodnnal Points, arid 
thofe decreed with an Anathema ; and therefore the Depofing 
Power not being declared as a doctrinal point, and the deciees 
relating only to Difcipline and Government, and not being de¬ 
creed neither with an Anathema , it does not appear to be an Ar¬ 
ticle of Faith : In Anfwer to this, in my Reply Cf 4^0 *P r °- 

pofed three Enquiries, 1. Whether nothing be an Article of Faithy 
but what is decreed with an -Anathema ? a. Whether the depofing 
Decree be a do'dnnal Point, or only matter of Difcipline and Govern¬ 
ment ? g. What Authority general Councils have in decretis mot urn, 
or fuch matters as concern Difcipline and Government ? i his is the 

deputing he complains of, and l confefs he has fome realon for 
it ■ for Arguments that cannot be aniwered, how fhort foever 
they are, are very tedious*, but how I could anfwer his argument 
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without difputing, or howhe comes to be unconcerned to defend 
his own arguments, I cannot tell; but tho difputing is not his 
Province, yet in civility he will go out of bis way with we> and in 
Civility I will keep him company. 

i. Heconfeiles, I prove at large that all definitions of Faith 
declared in General Councils are not concluded with Anathema '/, and 
in this he willingly agrees with me. But this does not at all prove^ 
that whatfoever is declared in fuch a Council without an Anathema, 
is an Article of Faith ; and therefore nothing again ft us deferring 
any farther anjwer. And thus he has very prettily alcered the 
ftate ot thequeftion ; he find the Depofing dodrine tho appro¬ 
ved by General Councils, was not an Article of Faith, becaufe 
not decreed with an Anathema : now if this argument be good, 
then nothing mult be accounted an Article of Faith, but what 
is decreed with an Anathema : In oppofition to which I proved 
that feveral Dodrines .which they themfelves account Articles 
of Faith, have been decreed by general Councils without Ana¬ 
thema's ; and he grants that I have proved this, and if I have, I 
am fure his argument is loft, for then the depofing Dodrine 
may be an Article of Faith, tho it be not confirmed with an 
Anathema : and now inftead of proving, that no Dodrine is an 
Article of Faith which is not decreed with an Anathema , he 
complains that I have not proved chat every Doctrine which is 
decreed without an Anathema , is an Article of Faith, which is 
nothing at all to the purpofe: We knew not where to find the 
Articles of the Romijh Faith,but in the decrees of their Coun¬ 
cils, and finding the Popes power to depofe heretical Princes 
there, we took it for an Article of their Faith: no, fays theRe- 
fleder, that is a miftake, it is no Article of Faith, becaufe it is 
not decreed with an Anathema : we examine the matter, and 
find it other cvife, that Articles of Faith are decreed without Ana¬ 
thema's: yes, fays the Protefter, this maybe, but you muft 
prove (fill that every Dodrine which is decreed without an Ana¬ 
thema is an Article of Faith ; which is a very eafie matter to do 
after this; for if being decreed with or without an Anathema* 
make no diftindion as to this matter, then the Decree it tel-f in 
doctrinal* Points muft make an Article of Faith; if f° me Do¬ 
ctrines which are acknowledged to be Articles ot the Romijh 

Faith are decreed without Anathema's, then it'is no argument 

againft 
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A 

againft any Dodrine, being an Article of Faith, that It has no 
Anathema annexed to it; fo that our Author is wonderful un¬ 
certain what to call an Article of Faith ; if we call the decrees 
of their Councils Articles of their Faith, No, fays he, every De¬ 
cree is not an Article of Faith, but only what is decreed with 
an Anathema ; if we confute this diftindion, and prove that 
Articles of Faith are decreed without Anathema's* then he can 
diftinguifh no further ; but requires us to prove, that every 
Dodrine decreed without an Anathema is an Article of Faith, 
that is'*, that the decree of their Church makes an Article of 
their Faith: And if that don't, 1 would defire to know of him, 
what does. And had I not reafon then to fay, that it is wonder¬ 
ful hard to know what their Faith /.>, when he himfelf cannot 
tell what iris that makes an Article of Faith, and their molt 
Learned Divines fo much differ about this matter; fo me al¬ 
lowing that to be an Article of Faith, which others rejed. 

zly. The fecond enquiry was, Whether the Depofing decree 
be a Dodrinal point, or only matter of Difcipline and Govern¬ 
ment; and in an anfw'er to this i told him, That a Decree what 
Jhall he done , includes a virtual Definition of that Doflrine on 
which that Decree is founded. To this he oppofes what I fay 
under the next head, That in the Council of the Ape files at Jeril- 
faJem , there was a Decree of Manners , yet it contained no Defini¬ 
tion of Doclrme. Not exprefly indeed, but virtually it does, as I 
laid before. My bufinefs there, was to vindicate the Authority 
of Councils in thole Decrees which relate to Manners, as not 
lefs Obligatory than the Decrees of Faith; and I obferved that 
the only Apoftolical Council we have an account of in Scripture. 
viz. the Council at Jerufalem , Acts iy. was of this nature; 
for the only Decrees made in it, were to ahfiain from Meats 
offered to Idols , and from Bloody and from things Strangled s 
and from Fornication ; and I obferved, they might as well ob- 
jed here, (to invalidate this Decree) as they do againft the 
Depofing Decree, that there is no point of Dodrine determi¬ 
ned in it. And how? does this contradid what I before af¬ 
ter ted ? 'That a Decree what fall he dome , includes a virtual 
Definition of that Doctrine on which that Decree ts founded. 

but however he flies, This Decree of what was to he done, did 
ntt include a virtual Definition of that Doth me on which the De- 
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erce was founded • for if it had , then the Doctrine of ah faming 
from Blood and Strangled meats , had been an Article of Faith . 
Bite what does he think of abfiaining from Fornication , and from 
Mats offend to Idols , which are contained in the fame Decree ? 
is not that a neeeffary Doctrine, and virtually contained in that 
Decree? I ne'ter faid, That every Decree of Manners muft 
be immediately founded on an Article of Faith: but 1 faid , 
every Decree of Manners is founded on fome Doctrine, 
(whether i? be in a ftrict fenfe an Article of Faith, or not) 
and includes a virtual Definition of that Doctrine. The De¬ 
cree to abftain from Fornication includes this Doctrine , that 
Fornication is unlawful under the Gofpel • and the Decree 
for Gentile Converts to abflain from meats offered to Idols, flip- 
poles the fame • and the Decree to abflain from Eked, and from 
things Strangled , inc 1 tides this doctrinal Definition, That it was 
unlawful for Gentile Chriftians at that time to ule their Chrifti- 
an Liberty in thofe matters, to the offence and fcandal of belie¬ 
ving Jews. The matter in fhort is this; Every Decree which 
commands the doing any thing, muft contain a virtual Defini¬ 
tion that fuch a thing may be lawfully done; and every De¬ 
cree which forbids the doing any thing, does withal define, that 
fuch a thing is either abfolutely unlawful in it felf, or highly 
inexpedient, and therefore unlawful in fuch Circumftances to 
be done: this is as neceffary as it is to command nothing but 
what is lawful, and to forbid nothing but what is either un¬ 
lawful,or highly inexpedient. And therefore,when the Church of 
Rome Decrees the depofing Heretical Princes, or the favourers 
of Hereticks: She virtually defines, that it is lawful to depole 
Princes,which is a doctrinal Definition, and may in a large lenfe 
be called an Article of Faith, as that fignifies all Doctrinal points 
propofed to us to be believed, as I obferved in my Reply (p. 50 ) 
3. The third Enquiry was, Whether the Authority of the • 
Church be notes facred in decrees of Manners, as in Articles of 
.Faith ? for the proof of which, l urged the Council at Jeruft- 
km, and fhew’d, That rules of Difcipline and Government todirett 
the lives and manners of men, is the only proper [uhjeH of Fcclefia- 
[Heal Author tty, P. 5 5. And here where he mould have taken no¬ 
tice of the Council of Jerufalem, he fays nothing of it, but on¬ 
ly fays, (f. 31.) that I urge out of Canus and Bellarmine, that 

General 



decrees, when they relate to 
concern the whole Church « 
And when I have proved the Depofing Decree to be of this nature,.and 
effeemed as fuch by their Church, I may then deferve a farther con- 
Ji deration. What their Church will efteem, if may be the 
Expounder of it, is nothing to the purpofe, for we argue not 
from their private efi earning, but from their publick Definitions* 
and if a General Decree for the government of the whole 
Church, concern the whole Church, and if to command a fin 

concerns mens falvation, then the Depofing decree does • for if 
it be unlawful to depofe Heretical Princes, it is more than a fin- 
gle fin to do it: and if they will grant, that General Councils 
cannot command a fin, then they muft grant, that it is lawful 
to depofe Heretical Princes : and I agree with him, that this 


General Councils cannot err even in fuch 
things neceflhry to falvation , and which 


doesdeferve a farther Confideracion, and (hall be glad to hear 
his thoughts of it. 

This Author in his Reflections (p. 10. ) proves that Popes 
themfelves own, that the depofing power is no Article of Faith, in 

letting fo many open and pefitive ajferters of the no-depofing power , 
pafs without any cenfiure of herefie. This in my Reply ( p. 5-7.) I 
■attributefo their want of power. For Evinces will not be depofed 
now, nor fuffer thofe to be cenfuredwho deity the depofing Power, This 
in his Proteftation (p.^z*) he fays, Is /poke like an Oracle , but 
he expects feme better argument than my bare affuranceof what the 
Pope would do if he had power. And 1 thought I had given him 
a better argument than my bare word for it, viz. the experience 
of former Ages, what Popes did when they had power: for tho 
the infallible Chair may diffemble a little, when circumftances 


of affairs require it, yet fure it is not given to change. 

What follows about the woTnip of Saints and Images, I flip- 
pofe has been fufficiently anfwered already, but I cannot but ob¬ 
serve a very pleafant argument he has again# what I affert, That - 
no intention can alter the nature of attions , which are determined 
by a divine or human Law. Whereby I prove, that if they do 
fuch things, as in the account of the Divine Law are idolatrous > 


their intention not to commit Idolatry will not excule them : 
This he lays ( p . 36; ) a Quaker might as reafonably make ufe of 
for the justifying his yea s and his nay*-s , and his other paints of Jfua- 
ken fin . For if he fnouldfay, No intention can alter the nature of 
actions 9 which are determined by a divine or human law j but Swear 
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not at ally neither he ye called Mafters, and let your communication 
he yea, yea, nay , nay, are aB'tons or things determined by the divine 
law, thereferejhj/intention of doing no evil in them, cannot excufi 
the doing other wife than is there determined, from the guilt of fin. But 

will our Prctefter fay, that the Divine Law does forbid all (wear¬ 
ing? then I gi^nr that the Quakers are in the right, and no in¬ 
tention will j.uftifie (wearing • but St. James mull be expounded 
fo as to reconcile his words with other paffagesin Scripture, 
which allow of (wearing ; and could he fhow us where bowing) 
and killing, and kneeling, and praying before an Image is in any 
fence allow’d in Scripture, then we would grant alio, that the 
direction, of the intention would juftifie fucb a life of thefe acti¬ 
ons, as the Scripture allows : but what is abfbiutely forbid to be 
done, no intention can excufe, which is our prelent cafe here. 
He concludes all with two or three Requefts, which muft. be 
briefly conflder’d. 

i. That he (the Repljer). will uf his intereft with Proteftants , 

to hold t.o wh.it he flies they do, and charge us with nothin q~ but whk$ 
we ex prefly prof eft o Believe and Practice. Now I can allure him 

there is no need of ufing my intereft with Proteftants to do this, 
for I hope they are naturally inclined to be honed: but there 
are fo many ush among them , that poifibly foroe Proteftants 
may miftake one us for another. They practice indeed gene¬ 
rally much alike, but they believe differently, and they re{ re. 
fent differently, and they expound the Dotftrine of their Coun¬ 
cils differently- and I hope Proteftants may without any offence 
fey how and wherein they differ, and I think we cannot be juftly 
charged with mifreprefenting, while we relate matter of Face 
truly, what their practice is, and what their different fentiments 
and opinions are about thefe matters. 

a. That they ( Proteftants) pick not up the abufes of fime± 
the vices and cruelties of others, the odd opinions of particular 
Authors , and hold thefe forth for the Do Brines and Pra,Bices of our 
Church', and.that in charging any praBifes, they charge no more 
than are concerned. Now this is very reasonable, if he fpeaks 
of fuch. abufes as are not allowed and countenanced by the 
Church'; and of fuch cruelties as are not pra&ifed, encouraged, 
commended by the Governours of the Church, and juftifted- 
by the Decrees and Canons of Popes and. Councilsor of fuch 
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edd opinions of particular Authors , as fteal into the world with¬ 
out publick authority, and are ceniured as foon as they are 
known ; but as far as the Church gives any countenance and 
authority to fuch abufes, cruelties , add opinions, I fee no reafon 
why Proteftants may not complain of thefe things, and charge 
the Church of Rome with them, and not like that Church ever 
rhe better, which differs fuch abufes, and applauds fuch cru¬ 
elties, as Papifts themfelves,who have not put off all humanity, 
cannot but abhor. 

3. That ns often as they tell , what they think of cur DcBrines 
and Practices, they would likewife at rhe fame time inform their 
hearers , that thofe thoughts are , as the Replier fates , Opinions , 
Interpretations, and Confluences of their own concerning our Do- 
Brine, and not our avowedDoBrine. But this is a very needlefs 
caution, as I obferved before; for our people do not think, 
that the Papifts themfelves believe all chat ill of their own Do¬ 
ctrines andPradifes which we charge them with ; and I can¬ 
not eafily fee, how our difpuring againft: the Doctrines and 
Pra&ifes of the Church of 'Rome, and anfwering the Argu¬ 
ments whereby they juftify themfelves, fhoiild betray people 
into fuch a miftake ; for it is no natural proof, that two men 
are of the feme mind; becaufe they difpute againft one ano¬ 
ther. 


Thus much for the Protefter. And to conclude the whole, l 
ftiall give my Readers a fhort view of the whole progrefs of 
this difpute, that they may fee what -(huffling Adversaries we 
have to deal with. 

When the Book entituled, A Papift Mifreprefinted and Repre - 
fented, was expofed to publick view, and mightily applauded 
by thofe of th e Roman Communion,and induftrioufly difperfed, 
and earneftly recommended to the perufaLof Proteftants, a 
very learned and charitable hand undertook to make a true 
reprefentation of the Docftrines and Pra&ifes of'the Church of 


Rome, which he performed with fuch full and plain evidence* 
that the Mifreprefenter hath not fo much as attempted to charge 
him with any one falfe Citation, nor to fhow in any one parti¬ 
cular, that he has mifreprefented their Doctrines and Practifes* 
inftead of this,, irv his Reflections on the Arifwer (if the Re¬ 


flected 



■fleeter and Mifreprefenter be the fame perfon, as he owns 
himfeU to be ) he makes frefh complaints of Proteftants mifre- 
prefenring Fapifts \ which if it had been true, is no confutation 
of that reprefentation which the Anfwerer had made of Poppy: 
The quell ion then was. Whether the Church o (Rome believes 
and practiles, as the Anfwerer faies fhe does, and proves by 
unqueftionabie authorities that (he does. But this was too 


plainly proved, to be a quefrion any longer, and therefore he 
rather chofe to debate that general queftion about the Rules of 
Reprefcnting, and how we rauft know what is the Faith of 


the Church of Rome % and whether the Bifhop of Condom's Ex- 
pofition have not a fufficient authority given to it by the Pope 
and Cardinals, and Bifhopsof France , and what the authority 
or private Doctors is, and the like* hut has not in anyone 
particular fhown wherein the Anfwerer has mifreprefented 
them, that the authorities he alledges are not good, that he 
has put any forced and unnatural fen(e upon the words of their 
Council, or Catechifm, or Doctors, or that their Church has 
by any publick acts contradicted what he charges to be her 
Doctrine or Practife. This he has not done, and therefore we 
have reafon to believe this he could not do, and this is reafon 
enough to conclude , that the Anfwer contains a true Re- 
prefencation of the Dodlrines and Pradtifes of the Church of 


Rome. 


I did not think fuch Reflections as thefe worth the notice of 
the Learned Anfwerer, and therefore undertook to reply to 
them my felf, and particularly examined every thing he had 
faid ; in return to this, he publishes another Anfwer, which be 
calls Papift s Protefi ingaga in ft Proteftant Popery, and I thought it 
would come to bare protecting aclaft, for his Reafon and Argu¬ 
ment run very low before • this 3 have now confidered, and I 
chink have not fullered anything toefcape without an anfwer, 
but that the Reader may the better underfiand what a formi¬ 
dable Adverfary this is, l fhall briefly compare the Reply with 
his Anfwer, and then leave him to judge of the ingenuity and 
iionefty of the Protefter. 

In anfwer to his frefh complaint of Mifreprefenting, in m Y 

iieply I confidered what it is to Mifreprefent, viz* T ° c ^ iar S e 

them 
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them with fitch Doftrrnes and Pradtifes as the Church of Rems 
difowns'; and proved from his own Charadierof a Papift Mifre¬ 
prefented, that;we are no Mifreprefenters; for what he makes us 

charge them with believing and doing,in the Char after of a Papift 
Mifreprefented , that he owns and defends in the Character of a 
Pap ft Reprefented, and the only difference in moft Cafes be¬ 
tween thefe two Characters is this. That in the Character of a' 
Papift Mifreprefented he puts in all the ill things Which Proteftants-' 
fay of their Faith and Worfhip, and in the Character of a Fa - 
pift Reprefented he faies all the good things he can of it - but 
this I told him does not belong to Reprefentation,but Difpute^ 
and therefore whatever guilt we charge their Dodlrines and 
Pradtifes with, this is not to mifreprefent, while we charge 
them with nothing but what is their Faith and Pradtife • to Re- 
prefent in this fenfe, is only to report matter of factand her 
who reports truly, cannot mifreprefent. If we charge them 
with any guilt, which they think they are not chargeable with, 
this becomes matter of difpute ; and it is not enough to con¬ 
fine fuch a charge, to tell the World, that they do not believe 
fo ill of their own Dodlrines and Pradtifes as we Proteftants do. 
By this Rule I examined the Thirty (even particulars of his Cha¬ 
racter, and carefully diftinguifhed between matters of repre¬ 
fentation and difpine ; and all this he grants, and yet in - his 
Anfwer falls a protefting againft P rot eft ant Pcpery> as if we had 
made a new Religion for them ; whereas we only tell them 
ivhac the faults of their Religion is-, and this he calls Proteftant 
Popery , That is, the judgement of Proteftants concerning To - 
pery • and this he protefts againft, which is a much eafier way 
than to confute it. — ‘ 

And now inftead cf defending his own Characters, wherein 
he had charged ns with mifreprefenting Papifts , and which I 
had proved, and he in effedt granted to be no mifreprefen- 
tation; he fee-ks about to find out fbme new Proteftant Mifre- 
prefenters, and fills upfeveral Pages with Citations out of the 
Manual of John Archbifhopof Tork, Mr . Sutcliff, and others: 
Now in the firft place he ought to have fhown, that the di- 
itindtion between matters of reprefentation and difpute, by 
which I anfwer’d his own. Characters, will not juftify thefe 

Mifre-- 
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Mifreprefenters alfo, as mofl certainly it will, and a Hundred 
more if he can find them ; but he faies not one word of this, 
but only cites their words, and calls it mifreprefeming. But 
befides fhis, he has ufed very foul play to make Mifreprefenters 
of them*. The Archbifhoponly tranfcribes out of Popifh Au¬ 
thors, and cites his authorities; the Protefter fets all down as 
the Archbifhops words, without letting his Reader know that 
'Papifts teach thefe things, and that the Archbifhop only repeats 
them after them. But befides concealing the Popifh authorities 
to which they refer, he has taken another conrfe with Mr. Sut- 
chff\ has fet down only half fentences, and concealed both the 
authorities and the reafons he alledges for what he faies, which 
is in a' ftrict and proper fenfe to mifreprefent All that lie 
anfwers to thatdiftinction between reprefenting and difputing, 
which he allows to be good, is this, That the common people 
do not dtftinguifh thefe matters, but look upon all to be equal¬ 
ly the Faith of Papifts That is, if they hear any man call the 
worfhip of Images Idolatry, they do as verily think that Papifis 
believe Idolatry lawful (as he faies in his Character) as that they 
worfhip Images, rijurn ten eat is! and thus much for Reprefenting. 

The next difpute is about the rule of Reprefenting. in 
his Introduction to A P apt ft Mifreprefented, &c. he appeals to 
the Council of Trent, and Catechifm ad Par echos } this the An- 


Do&rines and 
PraCbifes of 
the Church of 
Home truly re- 
p re fented, p.6. 

£ d. 2 . 

Balia Pii quar- 
ti fuper con¬ 
firm. Concil. 

Trid. 


fwerer likes well, but tells him, 1. That he flows no authority 

he hath to interpret that Rule in his cron fenfe, againfr the Doctrine 

of wan] others as z,calcns fer their Church as himfelf, as be does 

in the Popes Verfinal Infallibility, and the Depcfir.g Paver, which 

he faies, are no Articles of Faith , though other zealous Papifts 

fay they are, and asks what authority he has to declare the 

fence of the Councilef Trent, when the Pope has exprefiy forbidden 

all Prelates to do it, and referred it to the Apoffohcal See. a. The 

An fwerer tells him, That he leaves out, in the fever al particulars, 

an effential part of the character of a Papifi fince the Council 

of Trent, which is, that he doth not only believe the Doctrine 

there defined , to be true , but to be neceffary to Salvation. 

3. That he never fets down what it is, which wakes any 

tlrine to become a Dotlrine of their Church. 4. That he wakes uft 

of the Authority of particular Divines , as delivering the jenje of 

their 
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their Church , when there are fo many of greater Authority a- 
gain ft them : whereas, if we proceed hy his own rule , the greater 
number is to carry it. Thefe were all very material Objecti¬ 
ons, and did delerve to be confidered; but as for the three Iaft, 
he takes no notice of them in his Reflections, and fays very lit¬ 
tle to the firft. 

The Anfwerer had asked , Plow the Council of Trent comes 
to be the Rule and Meafure of Dotlrine to any here (in England) 
where it was never received ? (p.4.) To this he Anfwers in his 
Reflections, (p. 5.) That the Council of Trent, is received here , 
and all the Catholick World , as to all its Definitions of Faith. 
But I told him in my Reply, (p. 51.) that the meaning of that 
Queftion was not, Whether it was owned by private Cathohcks, 
but by what publish. Act of Church or State it had been received in 
England, a-, it had been m other Catholick Countries ; and this he 
fays nothing to, and therefore might as well have let it alone at 
firft. 

1 reinforced the Bull of Pope Pius 4 th, againft any private 
mans interpreting the Council according to his own private 
Senfe: (hewed the Reafon and Policy of it, and what a pre¬ 
emption it is for a private man, when their Divines differ in 
their Opinions about any Doctrine, to call one Opinion Po¬ 
pery Reprefented, and the other Popery M.fieprefented, as our 
Author has done in the Articles of the Popes perfonal In¬ 
fallibility , and the Cepofing Power, as if Bellarmin and 
Suarez, mu ft not pals for good Catholicks, but for Mif¬ 
reprefenters , becaufe they do not believe in thefe Points, 
as our Reprcfen ter does ? And this he takes no further no¬ 
tice of: 


But to prove that he has not interpreted the Council accor¬ 
ding to his own private Senfe, he appeals to the Bifhop of Con¬ 
doms Expoficion, which is approved by the Pope himfelf, and Reflect. P- 7 * 
therefore has the Authority of the See Apoftolick. To this, I an- 
fwered, that Bellarmin’ s Controverfies had as great an Atrefta- Reply, p. 44, 
tion from Pope Sixtus y. as the Bifhop of Condom’s from this 
prefent Pope ; to which he gives no Anfwer; and 1 obferved 
from Camay that the Popes private Approbation is not the Ail- 
thority of the See Apollolick, but only his Judgment, ex Cathe¬ 
dra 3 and to this he gives no Anfwer, but Shuffles a little about 

CL a 
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Papift* Pro?, a private, Malicious, and inconf derate judgment, which I have 
p, 25. now anfwered, and makes a new Fiourifh about the feveral 

Tranfktions, and great Approbation which has been given 
to this Expofition, which I have again faid fomething to, tho 
I need not have (aid any thing, had I betore feen the Preface 
to the Anfwer to the Bifliop of Condom, and l guels our Au< 
thor will never mention it more, and then what becomes of his 


Characters? . 

_ o He denied the Pope's Perfcnal Infallibility to be an Art id: of Faith, 
f. *• kcau f e not p ive iy determined by any General Council. In anfwer 
to which I told him, that other Roman Divines did believe it an 
Reply, p. 47. Article of Faith. That the Churches Infallibility was not deter¬ 


mined by any General Council, no more than the Popes Infal¬ 
libility, and yet was owned by them as an Article of Faith; 
that if there be any Infallibility in the Church, the Pope as the 
Supreme Paftor, has the faireft pretence to it. For Infallibili¬ 
ty ought in reafon to accompany the greateft and moft abfolute 
Power j and this he has pafied over filently. 

* Next comes the Dtpofin* Power , which has as evidently been 
declared in General Councils, as Tranfubftantiation ; and how 
Ref?, p. 8, o. comes this to be no Article of Faith 5 To this he anfwers, 

that it wants an Anathema, and that it is not decreed ag 

— -— * si * * » 1 sn 


a Doctrinal point, but as a matter of Difcipline and Govern¬ 


ment. . . 

Rcp-p.dOj &c. This I examined at large in my Reply, and he is much con- 

cerned at it, that I put him out ot his Reprefenting humour 
by difputing j but he thought himfelf bound in Civility to 
fey fomething to it, and truly he has been wonderfully 
Civil, as appears from what I have already faid in Anfwer to 

him. 

The Anfwerer in his Introduction had proved the Depofing 

Doctrine on him, from two fayings of his own, That the orders 

of the fupreme Paftor are to be obeyed whether infallible or not , and 

that Popes have own’d the Depofing DoBrine, and atled according 

lost: and others are bound to obey their Orders, and confe- 

Refl. p.1 5> i6. quenrly to act when Popes (hall require it, according to the 

Depofing Doctrine: To this he anfwers in his Reflections, that 

he only made a comparifon between Civil and Ecddiaftical 

Power, and therefore it is as unjuft from hence to in.er, 1 hat all 

the 
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the Orders of the Pope muft be obey’d, as it would be to fay, 
chat Subjects muft obey their Princes in every thing they com¬ 
mand, whether it be good or bad : and this I told him in my Re¬ 
ply, I would acknowledge to be a good anfwer , if he would grant the Reply, p. 
Depofing Do cl vine to be a fin: But this I fuppofehe was unwilling 
to do, and therefore we hear no more of this matter. 

In the next place in his Reflexions he finds great fault with 
the Anfwerers way of proceeding, which I reduced to Four 
Heads, I. That the Anfwerer in feme Points owns the DoBrine *bid„p. 5§. 
( which he has Reprefeuted to be the Faith of a Roma n-Catholick) 
to be the etfabli(bed Belief of the Church of England. This I pro¬ 
ved not to be true, by a particular Examination of thofe in fian¬ 
ces he gave. 2. He charges the Anfwerer with appealing from 6u 
the definitions of their Councils, and fenfe of their Church, to feme 
exprejjlons found in old Mafs-Books, Rituals , &c. This I fhowed 
alfo, that the Anfwerer has not done. 

g. Tic at he appeals from the Declarations of their Councils, and 
fenfe of their Church , to feme external aft ion, as in cafe of refpecl 
[hewn to Images and Saints, upon which from our external adoration 
you are willing to conclude us guilty of Idolatry. Whereas he p 
Chinks we mull no tjudgof thefe actions without refpecl to the in¬ 
tention of the Church who commands them, and of the perfon who 
does them . 4. That he appeals from their Councils and fenfe of 

their Church, to the fentiments of their private Authors. Thefe 
Objections I anfwered at large in my Reply, but he has returned P. Gy, 
not one word to any of them, excepting the third, and how he 
has anfwered that, you have already heard. 

This is the new way of anfwering Books a-la-mode of Rome j 
but the greateft Wits can do no more than the Caufe will bear, 
tho a little prudence would teach m^to fay nothing in fuch a 
Caufe as will admit of no better a defehce. 
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